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DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

[Procurement  Regulations  Handbook  No.  1] 

PROPOSED  PROCUREMENT  REGULATIONS 
HANDBOOK 

Internal  Policy  and  Procedures,  Source 
Evaluation  and  Selection  Process 

AGENCY:  Department  of  Energy 

ACTION:  Proposed  Procurement  Reg¬ 
ulations  Handbook  No.  1. 

SUMMARY:  The  proposed  procure¬ 
ment  regulations  handbook  would  es¬ 
tablish  internal  policy  and  procedures 
for  the  Department  of  Energy  in  the 
source  evaluation  and  selection  proc¬ 
ess.  The  Handbook  provides  guidance 
to  source  selection  officials,  source 
evaluation  boards  and  others  who  will 
participate  in  the  preparation  of  re¬ 
quests  for  proposals,  evaluations  of 
proposals,  preparation  of  source  evalu¬ 
ation  reports,  presentations  to  selec¬ 
tion  officials  and  selection  of  offerors. 
The  source  evaluation  board  process  is 
a  process  utilized  by  DOE  to  evaluate 
proposals  submitted  in  response  to 
formal  requests  for  proposals  above  a 
specified  dollar  amount.  The  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  process  are  to: 

(1)  Assure  the  efficient  and  effective 
expenditure  of  Government  funds 

(2)  Optimize  the  opportunity  for  at¬ 
tainment  of  DOE  program  objectives 

(3)  Obtain  adequate  and  effective 
competition  in  the  acquisition  of  goods 
and  services 

(4)  Assure  impartial,  equitable  and 
thorough  evaluation  of  proposals  and 
other  information  received 

(5)  Provide  necessary  data  to  the 
source  selection  official  to  permit  the 
selection  of  the  best  offer. 

The  provisions  of  this  Handbook  will 
be  used  in  appropriate  major  procure¬ 
ments  as  provided  for  in  DOE— Direc¬ 
tives  and  Procurement  Regulations 
and  for  other  situations  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  Deputy  Secretary,  or 
Under  Secretary. 

DATE:  Comments  must  be  received  on 
or  before  February  28,  1979  to  be  con¬ 
sidered. 

ADDRESS:  Comments  should  be  ad¬ 
dressed  to  Ms.  Margaret  W.  Sibly, 
Office  of  Public  Hearing  Management, 
Department  of  Energy,  Room  2221C, 
20  Massachusetts  Avenue  NW,  Wash¬ 
ington,  DC  20545. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION 
CONTACT: 

Robert  J.  Walsh,  Procurement 

Policy  Branch,  Policy  and  Proce¬ 
dures  Division.  Procurement  and 

Contracts  Management  Directorate. 

Room  308RB,  400  1st  Street.  NW, 

Washington,  DC  20545.  Telephone: 

202-376-9057. 


SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 
Under  Section  644  of  the  Department 
of  Energy  Organization  Act  (Pub.  L. 
95-91,  91  Stat.  565,  42  U.S.C.  7254)  the 
Secretary  of  The  Department  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  prescribe  such  procedural 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  or  appropriate  to  effectuate 
the  functions  vested  in  him.  To  the 
extent  that  section  501  of  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Energy  Organization  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  7191)  relating  to  the  opportuni¬ 
ty  for  oral  presentation  is  applicable 
to  the  proposed  handbook,  our  pre¬ 
liminary  view  is  that  no  substantial 
issue  of  fact  or  law  exists  and  that  this 
proposed  handbook  is  unlikely  to  have 
a  substantial  impact  on  the  Nation’s 
economy,  or  large  numbers  of  individ¬ 
uals  or  businesses.  This  preliminary 
conclusion  is  based  on  the  fact  that 
the  ERDA-SEB  Handbook  was  used  as 
the  baseline  for  the  DOE  Handbook 
with  revisions  made  to  make  it  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  DOE  Organization  and 
relatively  minor  substantive  changes. 
A  final  determination  of  whether 
there  should  be  an  opportunity  for  the 
presentation  of  oral  views  will  be  made 
after  an  evaluation  of  the  comments 
on  the  proposed  handbook  and  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  views  of  those  request¬ 
ing  an  opportunity  for  oral  presenta¬ 
tions. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  par¬ 
ticipate  by  submitting  data  or  views 
with  respect  to  the  proposed  hand¬ 
book.  Comments  should  be  identified 
on  the  outside  envelope  and  on  docu¬ 
ments  submitted  with  the  designation 
“Proposed  Procurement  Regulations 
Handbook  No.  1”.  Ten  copies  should 
be  submitted.  All  comments  will  be 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the 
Department  of  Energy  Freedom  of  In¬ 
formation  Room,  Room  GA-152,  1000 
Independence  Avenue,  Washington, 
DC  20585,  between  8:00  AM  and  4:30 
PM,  Monday  through  Friday,  except 
for  Federal  holidays.  All  written  com¬ 
ments  received  will  be  carefully  as¬ 
sessed  and  fully  considered  prior  to 
the  publication  of  the  handbook  as  a 
final  regulation. 

Note.— The  Department  of  Energy  has  de¬ 
termined  that  the  proposed  Procurement 
Regulations  Handbook  does  not  contain  a 
major  proposal  requiring  preparation  of  an 
Inflation  Impact  Statement  under  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  11821,  as  amended,  and  OMB  Cir¬ 
cular  A-107.  The  Department  has  also  de¬ 
termined  that  the  proposed  handbook  will 
not  affect  the  quality  of  the  environment 
and  that  the  requirements  of  section  7(c)(2) 
of  the  Federal  Energy  Administration  Act 
of  1974,  Pub.  L.  93-275  do  not  apply. 

Dated:  January  24, 1979. 


For  the  Department  of  Energy. 

Hilary  J.  Rauch, 
Deputy  Director,  Procurement 
and  Contracts  Management, 
Directorate. 

The  following  Procurement  Regula¬ 
tions  Handbook  No.  1  is  proposed. 

Procurement  Regulations  Handbook 
No.  1 

SOURCE,  EVALUATION  BOARD  HANDBOOK 1 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

Washington,  D.C.  20545 
Foreword 

This  Handbook  is  published  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  compilation  of  significant  poli¬ 
cies  and  procedures  applicable  to  the 
source  evaluation  and  selection  proc¬ 
ess.  It  provides  guidance  to  source  se¬ 
lection  officials,  source  evaluation 
boards  and  others  who  will  participate 
In  the  preparation  of  requests  for  pro¬ 
posals,  evaluation  of  proposals,  prepa¬ 
ration  of  source  evaluation  board  re¬ 
ports,  presentations  to  selection  offi¬ 
cials  and  selection  of  officers. 

The  source  evaluation  board  process 
is  a  process  utilized  by  the  DOE  to 
evaluate  proposals  submitted  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  formal  requests  for  propos¬ 
als  above  a  specified  dollar  amount. 
The  objectives  of  the  process  are  to: 

•  Assure  the  efficient  and  effective 
expenditure  of  Government  funds. 

•  Optimize  the  opportunity  for  at¬ 
tainment  of  program  objectives. 

•  Obtain  adequate  and  effective 
competition  in  the  acquisition  of  goods 
and  services. 

•  Assure  impartial,  equitable  and 
thorough  evaluation  of  proposals  and 
other  information  received. 

•  Provide  necessary  data  to  the 
source  selection  official  to  permit  the 
selection  of  the  best  offer. 

The  provisions  of  this  Handbook 
shall  be  used  in  appropriate  major 
procurements  as  provided  for  in  DOE- 
Directives  and  Procurement  Regula¬ 
tions  and  for  other  situations  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  Deputy  Secre¬ 
tary  or  Under  Secretary. 

The  source  evaluation  and  selection 
process  is  dynamic  and  will  require  the 
exercise  of  astute  judgment  through¬ 
out  the  process.  Therefore,  the  chair¬ 
person  of  the  source  evaluation  board 
and  the  source  selection  official  are 
expected  to  exercise  their  judgment 
with  the  advice  of  the  legal  and  pro¬ 
curement  members,  in  making  appro¬ 
priate  variations  and  adaptations  that 
are  necessary  in  individual  situations: 
Provided,  That  these  do  not  constitute 
a  departure  from  the  basic  policies  and 
intent  of  this  Handbook.  Advance  ap¬ 
proval  of  substantive  variations  from 


'ERDA  Source  Evaluation  Board  Hand¬ 
book  dated  June  30,  1977,  is  hereby  super¬ 
seded. 
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the  Handbook  must  be  obtained  from 
the  Director,  Procurement  and  Con¬ 
tracts  Management  Directorate  to 
assure  compliance  with  pertinent  regu¬ 
lations,  statutes  and  sound  procure¬ 
ment  practice. 

In  the  event  of  inconsistency  be¬ 
tween  the  provisions  of  this  Handbook 
and  other  DOE  directives,  regulations, 
management  issuances,  etc.,  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  Handbook  govern  insofar 
as  source  evaluation  board  (SEB)  oper¬ 
ations  are  concerned. 

The  provisions  of  this  Handbook  are 
applicable  to  all  elements  of  DOE  and 
are  effective  on  the  effective  date  of 
this  Handbook  except  for  those  SEB 
activities  already  begun  where  the 
process  is  too  far  along  to  permit  their 
application.  This  Handbook  may  also 
be  used  as  guidance  for  other  types  of 
competitive  solicitations  such  as  Pro¬ 
gram  Opportunity  Notices  (PONs). 

This  publication  will  be  available  to 
other  Government  agencies,  contrac¬ 
tors,  and  the  public  in  general  through 
sale  of  this  document  by  the  Superin¬ 
tendent  of  Documents,  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  Printing  Office,  Washington. 
D.C.  20402. 

The  Director.  Procurement  and  Con¬ 
tracts  Management  Directorate  is  re¬ 
sponsible  for  keeping  this  Handbook 
in  a  current  status  and  therefore  it  is 
not  to  be  rewritten,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  by  any  other  office  in  DOE. 
Comments  or  suggested  revisions 
should  be  transmitted  to:  DOE,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  20545,  Attention:  Direc¬ 
tor,  Procurement  and  Contracts  Man¬ 
agement  Directorate,  Director,  Poli¬ 
cies  and  Procedures  Division. 

M.  J.  Tashjian, 
Director,  Procurement  and 
Contracts  Management  Directorate. 
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Chapter  I— Establishment  of  Source 
Evaluation  Boards 

101.  Determination  of  Requirements 

Prior  to  the  establishment  of  a 
Source  Evaluation  Board  (SEB)  it  is 
extremely  important  that  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  program  office  are  clear¬ 
ly  and  concisely  defined  and  agreed  to 
by  the  program  officials.  It  is  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  cognizant  program 
office  or  field  office  to  determine  its 
requirements  consistent  with  its  mis¬ 
sion,  giving  appropriate  consideration 
to  budgetary  and  program  approval 
documents.  Before  an  SEB  is  estab¬ 
lished  the  program  office  should  pre¬ 
pare  in  draft  a  detailed  statement  of 
work.  This  statement  of  work  should 
clearly  define  what  is  to  be  done  and 


the  key  milestones  and  objectives.  The 
draft  statement  of  work  will  be  used 
by  the  SEB  in  preparing  the  request 
for  proposals  (RFP). 

102.  Designation  and  Duties  of  Source 
Evaluation  Board  Members,  Ex-Of¬ 
ficio  Members  and  Advisors 

a.  The  Secretary,  Deputy  Secretary, 
Under  Secretary  or  an  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  ordinarily  will  be  the  source  selec¬ 
tion  official  and  will  designate  the 
board  members.  In  those  instances 
where  a  field  office  manager  is  dele¬ 
gated  authority  as  the  source  selection 
official,  the  field  office  manager  will 
designate  the  board  members,  and  any 
reference  in  this  manual  to  duties  to 
be  performed  by  the  Director,  Pro¬ 
curement  and  Contracts  Management 
Directorate  or  the  SEB  Secretariat 
will  be  performed  by  personnel  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  field  office  manager. 

b.  To  establish  a  Headquarters  SEB 
(an  SEB  where  the  source  selection  of¬ 
ficial  is  a  Headquarters  official)  the 
program  director  should  submit  a  com¬ 
plete  procurement  request  together 
with  the  names  and  position  titles  of 
the  suggested  chairperson,  executive 
secretary,  voting  members,  legal  (non¬ 
voting)  member,  ex-officio  members, 
and  advisors  of  the  proposed  SEB  to 
the  Director,  Procurement  and  Con¬ 
tracts  Management  Directorate.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  SEB  process 
involves  a  substantial  amount  of  full¬ 
time  effort  on  the  part  of  board  mem¬ 
bers;  therefore,  this  should  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  nominating  individuals  for 
board  membership.  The  Procurement 
and  Contracts  Management  Director¬ 
ate— SEB  Secretariat  will  prepare  a 
memorandum  and  letter  establishing 
the  SEB,  as  presented  in  Appendix  #1, 
naming  board  and  exofficio  members 
and  advisors  and  send  it  to  the  source 
selection  official  for  review  and  ap¬ 
proval. 

c.  Changes  in  the  board  membership 
will  be  made  only  with  the  approval  of 
the  source  selection  official.  The  letter 
designating  the  change  will  be  pre¬ 
pared  and  issued  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  original  letter  establishing  the 
board.  The  chairperson,  however  may 
replace  the  executive  secretary  with¬ 
out  approval  of  the  source  selection 
official. 

d.  In  suggesting  the  composition  of 
the  board,  consideration  should  be 
given  to  the  following: 

(1)  Board  Membership— In  keeping 
with  the  importance  of  the  source 
evaluation  and  selection  process, 
source  evaluation  boards  should  be 
composed  of  highly  qualified  DOE 
technical  and  business  personnel. 
When  appropriate,  personnel  from 
other  Federal  Government  agencies 
may  serve  as  board  members.  The 
board  chairperson  and  secretary  nor¬ 
mally  will  be  from  the  program  orga- 
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nization  having  cognizance  of  the  pro¬ 
curement.  The  executive  secretary  will 
not  have  a  vote. 

It  is  desirable  that  at  least  one 
person  who  will  be  given  a  key  techni¬ 
cal  assignment  on  the  project  to  which 
the  procurement  is  directed  be  desig¬ 
nated  a  board  member.  At  least  two 
members  of  every  SEB  shall  be  from 
organizations  other  than  the  cogni¬ 
zant  program  office.  One  of  these  two 
members  shall  be  from  the  procure¬ 
ment  organization.  To  provide  con¬ 
tinuity  in  negotiation  of  the  resulting 
contract,  the  procurement  member 
normally  should  be  that  individual 
who,  it  is  anticipated,  will  negotiate 
the  contract. 

The  Assistant  General  counsel  for 
Procurement  or  counsel  for  the  sup¬ 
porting  field  activity  will  designate  for 
each  SEB  a  legal  (nonvoting)  member 
who  will  serve  as  a  representative  of 
the  Office  of  General  Counsel.  Since 
the  legal  member  does  not  have  a  vote, 
the  legal  member’s  presence  will  not 
be  required  at  all  meetings  of  the 
board.  However,  the  legal  member  will 
be  available  on  an  as  needed  basis  and 
advice  will  be  sought  from  that 
member  in  all  important  or  potentially 
controversial  actions  of  the  Board  and 
all  actions  of  legal  significance.  The 
legal  member  will  be  timely  informed 
of  all  SEB  activities  and  meetings. 

The  board  should  be  small  in  size, 
normally  not  exceeding  five  voting 
members.  Each  voting  member  will 
have  one  vote. 

(2)  Board  Chairperson— The  chair¬ 
person  of  the  board  is  its  principal  op¬ 
erating  executive.  The  chairperson  is 
in  charge  of  and  responsible  for  proce¬ 
dural  aspects  of  the  board  activities, 
including: 

Assuring  that  all  board  members 
have  reviewed  the  SEB  Handbook  in 
detail. 

Scheduling  and  conducting  all  board 
meetings  and  deliberations. 

Designating,  after  consultation  with 
board  members,  necessary  committees 
and  advisors  (in  addition  to  those  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  Source  Selection  Offi¬ 
cial)  and  appointing  chairpersons  of 
such  committees. 

Assuring  that  the  SEB  executives 
secretary  prepares  board  records  sum¬ 
marizing  its  meetings  and  substantiat¬ 
ing  all  board  findings,  conclusions  and 
recommendations. 

Resolving  all  board  procedural  mat¬ 
ters  not  specifically  covered  in  this 
Handbook.  If  a  significant  problem  de¬ 
velops,  it  should  be  brought  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  SEB  Secretariat  and  the 
legal  member. 

(3)  Board  Executive  Secretary— The 
board  executive  secretary  will  perform 
those  duties  assigned  by  the  chairper¬ 
son  such  as  those  identified  in  Appen¬ 
dix  #2. 


(4)  Ex-Officio  Members— Boards  may 
have  as  nonvoting  ex-officio  members 
the  cognizant  assistant  secretary-level 
official,  program  director,  or  field 
office  manager.  The  SEB  Secretariat 
shall  provide  an  ex-officio  member  to 
every  SEB  even  though  not  specifical¬ 
ly  designated  in  the  letter  establishing 
the  SEB.  Ex-officio  members  will  be 
required  to  comply  with  DOE  conflict 
of  interest  regulations  and  nondisclo¬ 
sure  of  information  requirements.  The 
role  of  the  ex-officio  member  is  to  pro¬ 
vide  advice  and  assistance  to  the  board 
and  to  the  source  selection  official  and 
to  receive  periodic  progress  reports  as 
appropriate.  Ex-officio  members  are 
not  to  direct  the  board  to  take  a  par¬ 
ticular  action  or  to  be  involved  in  the 
day-to-day  operation  of  the  board.  The 
cognizant  contracting  office  may  also 
have  a  procurement  representative  as 
an  ex-officio  member  on  the  board 
when  the  contracting  office  is  not  oth¬ 
erwise  represented  on  the  board  by 
such  an  individual.  This  will  aid  in  the 
continuity  in  negotiations. 

(5)  Advisors  and  Committee  Mem¬ 
bers— Only  personnel  from  DOE,  other 
Federal  Government  agencies  and 
DOE  prime  managment  or  operating 
contractors  may  be  used  as  advisors  or 
committee  members  when  their  serv¬ 
ices  are  necessary  and  available.  These 
individuals  will  be  required  to  comply 
with  DOE  conflict  of  interest  regula¬ 
tions  and  non-disclosure  of  informa¬ 
tion  requirements.  Advisors  and  com¬ 
mittee  members  will  be  utilized  in  dis¬ 
crete  areas  where  they  have  a  special 
expertise  and  will  not  be  given  access 
to  overall  board  activities. 

103.  Role  of  Source  Selection  Official 

a.  The  source  selection  official  (SSO) 
will  be  a  senior  DOE  official  specifical¬ 
ly  designated  for  that  purpose.  His 
role  starts  with  the  determination  of 
requirements  and  establishment  of  a 
source  evaluation  board  to  evaluate 
proposals.  A  copy  of  the  Procurement 
Plan/Schedule  of  the  SEB  will  be  for¬ 
warded  to  the  SSO  through  the  SEB 
Secretariat.  The  SSO  may  request  pe- 
Hodic  written  reports  of  progress 
against  the  schedule.  It  is  the  source 
selection  official’s  task  to  make  the  se¬ 
lection  decision  by  judging  which  of 
the  proposals  are  most  advantageous 
to  the  Government,  all  things  consid¬ 
ered.  The  selection  official  should,  in 
the  light  of  the  Government’s  stated 
requirements  and  evaluation  criteria 
in  the  RFP,  consider,  as  appropriate, 
the  relative  quality  and  suitability  of 
what  is  being  offered  by  each  propos¬ 
er,  the  likelihood  of  its  being  per¬ 
formed  and  how  much  each  offer 
would  probably  cost  the  Government. 
In  making  his  selection,  he  must  con¬ 
sider  all  factors  pertinent  to  the 
choice  and  make  the  necessary  trade¬ 
off  judgments  as  may  be  required  be¬ 


tween  quality,  schedule,  and  price. 
The  board  will  not  recommend  the  se¬ 
lection  of  a  contractor,  but  will  report 
its  findings  and  conclusions  and 
answer  all  questions  raised  by  the 
source  selection  official  and  assist  him 
with  any  special  analyses  or  other  re¬ 
quirements  for  clarifying  matters  re¬ 
lated  to  the  final  selection. 

b.  (1)  The  selection  of  offerors  will 
be  made  by  the  Source  Selection  Offi¬ 
cial  in  light  of  the  SEB’s  presentation 
after  consultation  with  senior  staff.  It 
is  generally  desirable  to  select  a  single 
offeror  for  negotiation.  However, 
there  may  be  cases  where  the  Source 
Selection  Official  may  determine  that 
it  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  select  from  offers  in  the 
form  of  fully  deflnitized  contractual 
instruments.  This  may  occur  when  the 
Source  Selection  Official  has  serious 
questions  about  the  outcome  of  negoti¬ 
ations,  or  when  the  evaluation  is  so 
close  as  to  not  provide  meaningful  dis¬ 
crimination.  In  this  event,  the  Source 
Selection  Official,  may  if  appropriate, 
establish,  or  direct  the  SEB  to  estab¬ 
lish,  a  new  or  revised  competitive 
range  and  direct  that  discussions  be 
reopened  with  all  offerors  then  in  the 
competitive  range. 

(2)  If  the  Source  Selection  Official 
directs  discussions  be  reopened,  it  will 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  SEB  to 
obtain  and  present  to  the  Source  Se¬ 
lection  Official  for  consideration  and 
final  selection,  fully  definitized  best 
and  final  offers  in  the  form  of  signed 
contractual  instruments  from  each  of¬ 
feror. 

c.  The  Source  Selection  Official 
shall,  unless  otherwise  provided  by 
rule  or  regulation,  have  the  authority 
and  responsbility  to  make  the  affirma¬ 
tive  determinations  required  by  42 
U.S.C.  5918(b)  as  to  whether  (1)  there 
is  little  or  no  likelihood  an  organiza¬ 
tional  conflict  of  interest  would  exist 
as  a  result  of  an  award  or  (2)  that  such 
conflict  will  be  avoided  after  appropri¬ 
ate  conditions  have  been  included  in 
the  award  instrument.  In  the  event 
the  Source  Selection  Official  deter¬ 
mines  that  a  conflict  of  interest  exists 
and  that  such  conflict  cannot  be  avoid¬ 
ed  by  including  appropriate  conditions 
in  the  award  instrument,  the  Source 
Selection  Official,  provided  that 
person  is  the  Secretary,  the  Deputy 
Secretary,  the  Under  Secretary,  or  an 
Assistant  Secretary,  may  nevertheless 
authorize  award  if  the  Source  Selec¬ 
tion  Official  determines  that  it  is  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  United  States 
to  made  such  award  and  the  award  in¬ 
strument  includes  appropriate  condi¬ 
tions  in  such  contract  agreement,  or 
aggrangement  to  mitigate  such  con¬ 
flict. 

d.  After  selection  had  been  made, 
the  Office  of  General  Counsel  will  pre¬ 
pare  a  concise  selection  statement 
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which  will  provide  the  rationale  for 
the  selection  decision.  The  selection 
statement  will  be  formally  coordinated 
with  the  SEB  Chairperson  and  SEB 
Secretariat  prior  to  submission  to  the 
source  selection  official.  The  selection 
statement  will  be  dated,  signed  by  the 
source  selection  official,  and  retained 
in  the  official  contract  files.  Appropri¬ 
ate  notifications  and  announcements 
will  be  made  after  the  selection  deci¬ 
sion,  in  accordance  with  Chapter  VII. 

104.  Safeguards  to  Preserve  Integrity 
of  SEB  Process 

a.  Everyone  who  participates  in  the 
evaluation  process  (board  members, 
committee  members,  advisors)  is  re¬ 
quired  to  sign  a  Confidentiality  Certif¬ 
icate  (Appendix  #3).  The  chairperson 
should  brief  all  board  committee  mem¬ 
bers  and  advisors  on  the  sensitivity  of 
the  SEB  process,  the  prohibition 
against  unauthorized  disclosure  of  in¬ 
formation  and  the  requirements  per¬ 
taining  to  conflict  of  interest.  Each  in¬ 
dividual  involved  in  the  evaluation 
should  inform  the  chairperson  in  writ¬ 
ing  whenever  the  Individuals  participa¬ 
tion  in  board  activities  might  embar¬ 
rass  the  Government  because  of  a  real, 
apparent  or  possible  conflict  of  inter¬ 
est.  Whenever  conflicts  between  SEB 
activities  and  a  participants  personal 
interests  are  disclosed,  that  conflict 
must  be  Jointly  resolved  by  the  SEB 
chairperson  and  legal  member  and  the 
SEB  file  so  documented.  In  the  event 
of  disagreement,  or  for  conflicts  in¬ 
volving  either  the  chairperson  or  legal 
member,  the  matter  should  be  prompt¬ 
ly  presented  to  the  General  Counsel  or 
designee  for  resolution. 

b.  During  SEB  activities,  including 
written  or  oral  discussions,  partici¬ 
pants  will  not  reveal  any  information 
concerning  the  evaluation  to  anyone 
who  is  not  also  participating  in  the 
same  proceedings  and  then  only  to  the 
extent  that  such  information  is  re¬ 
quired  in  connection  with  such  pro¬ 
ceedings.  18  U.S.C.  1905  prohibits  the 
unauthorized  disclosure  of  business, 
confidential,  or  trade  secret  informa¬ 
tion  unless  authorized  by  law. 

c.  The  right  to  information  relating 
to  SEB  activities  on  a  need-to-know 
basis  normally  does  not  extend  to  the 
chain  of  supervision  of  board  mem¬ 
bers.  However,  nothing  in  the  Hand¬ 
book  precludes  reasonable,  general 
progress  reports  of  board  activities  by 
the  board  chairperson  to  ex-officio 
members  and  the  source  selection  offi¬ 
cial  nor  the  consultation  between  the 
legal  and  procurement  members  and 
their  superiors  as  to  proper  procure¬ 
ment  procedures. 

Chapter  II— Preparation  or  Request 
for  Proposals 

201.  Role  of  Program  Office  and  Pro¬ 
curement 

a.  The  cognizant  procurement  repre¬ 
sentative  and  program  office  will  work 


together  in  the  development  of  the 
draft  request  for  proposals.  The  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  any  evaluation  is  depend¬ 
ent,  in  large  measure,  on  the  quality  of 
the  RFP  and  whether  it  will  lead  to 
the  submission  of  comparable  propos¬ 
als.  Therefore  special  care  and  atten¬ 
tion  should  be  devoted  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  RFP.  Ordinarily  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  the  draft  RFP  will  be  initi¬ 
ated  prior  to  the  establishment  of  the 
SEB  and  be  available  for  the  first  or 
second  meeting  of  the  board.  The  com¬ 
plete  statement  of  work,  specifica¬ 
tions,  project  objectives  and  schedule 
are  the  primary  responsibility  of  the 
program  office  while  the  business  as¬ 
pects  are  primarily  the  responsibility 
of  the  procurement  representative.  In 
the  development  of  the  RFP,  special 
consideration  will  be  given  to  the 
qualification  criteria,  evaluation  crite¬ 
ria  and  the  requirements  for  price  and 
cost  information. 

b.  Pending'  any  subsequent  revision 
of  the  RFP  format,  the  following 
format  should  be  used.  The  RFP 
should  contain  a  covering  letter  trans¬ 
mitting  the  RFP  to  prospective  offer¬ 
ors.  The  RFP  will  contain  general 
instructions  and  have  the  following 
enclosures  as  appropriate: 

I  Description  of  Work  or  Services 

II  Qualification  Criteria 

III  Evaluation  Criteria 

IV  Price/Cost  Considerations 

V  Representatives  and  Certifications 

VI  Proposal  Format 

VII  Draft  Contract 

VIII  Other  Information 

c.  When  the  draft  RFP  has  been 
completed  and  reviewed  by  the  cogni¬ 
zant  procurement  office,  it  will  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  SEB  for  review  and 
modification.  At  an  appropriate  stage 
in  the  process  either  before  or  after 
the  SEB  is  established,  the  draft  RFP 
or  portion  thereof  may  be  published 
for  comment  by  the  Director,  Procure¬ 
ment  and  Contract  Management  Di¬ 
rectorate. 

02.  Transmittal  Letter 

a.  The  transmittal  letter  of  the  RFP 
should  include  the  following  areas: 

1.  Briefly  describe  the  work  to  be 
done  of  the  services  to  be  furnished. 

2.  Identify  the  point  of  contact  for 
all  questions  or  inquires. 

3.  Describe  the  type  of  contract  that 
is  contemplated,  i.e.,  cost-reimburse¬ 
ment  or  fixed  price,  and  any  special  in¬ 
centive  or  cost  participation  features. 

4.  Provide  an  overview  of  the  RFP 
briefly  describing  each  of  the  enclo¬ 
sures. 

5.  Indicate  that  it  is  DOE’s  policy  to 
discourage  “brochuremanship”  and 
unnecessarily  costly  proposal  prepara¬ 
tion.  Proposals  should  be  prepared 
with  maximum  economy,  consistent 


with  the  particular  procurement,  to 
ensure  that  the  resources  of  both  pro¬ 
posers  and  evaluators  are  efficiently 
utilized. 

6.  Provide  a  brief  schedule  of  major 
activities  of  the  SEB  such  as: 

—Preproposal  Conference  Date 
—Proposal  Due  Date 
—Tentative  Board  Visit  Dates 
—Tentative  Source  Selection  Decision  Date 

7.  State  the  exact  time  and  place 
where  proposals  are  due  and  the 
number  of  copies  required. 

8.  Request  an  acknowledgement  of 
receipt  of  the  RFP,  indicating  whether 
or  not  the  organization  intends  to 
submit  a  proposal  and  attend  the  pre¬ 
proposal  conference. 

b.  In  addition,  an  attachment  to  the 
transmittal  letter  should  cover  the  fol¬ 
lowing  areas: 

1.  Describe  the  technical,  business 
and  management  evaluation  criteria 
and  clearly  indicate  their  relative  im¬ 
portance.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  merely 
rank  the  criteria  in  terms  of  “prima¬ 
ry,”  “secondary,”  and  next  in  impor¬ 
tance.  For  example,  if  the  first  of  five 
criteria  represents  72%  of  the  total 
score  and  six  times  the  weight  of  the 
second  most  important  criterion,  the 
predominant  value  of  that  criterion 
should  be  indicated  in  the  RFP  in 
some  narrative  manner. 

The  criteria  should  also  be  listed  in 
descending  order  of  importance.  The 
major  evaluation  criteria  may  be  divid¬ 
ed  into  subcriteria  which  should  be  de¬ 
scribed  in  terms  of  their  relative  im¬ 
portance  and  also  be  listed  in  order  of 
relative  importance.  The  actual  nu¬ 
merical  weights  assigned  to  the  evalu- 
tion  criteria  will  not  be  included  in  the 
RFP. 

2.  Indicate  the  relative  importance 
of  cost- in  relation  to  the  technical, 
business  and  management  evaluation 
criteria. 

3.  State  if  a  preproposal  conference 
will  be  held:  give  details  as  to  when, 
where  and  necessary  limitations  on 
the  number  of  attendees.  If  security 
clearance  or  other  special  administra¬ 
tive  arrangements  are  necessary  to 
secure  admittance  to  a  conference,  so 
state.  Details  of  conference  procedures 
should  be  determined  and  stated.  If 
written  questions  are  to  be  submitted 
by  attendees  for  answers  at  the  con¬ 
ference,  offerors  should  be  informed 
as  to  how  and  when  they  will  be  sub¬ 
mitted  and  to  whom.  Other  adminis¬ 
trative  details  should  also  be  stated,  if 
known  at  the  time,  e.g.,  restrictions  on 
recording  of  proceedings.  Sufficient 
time  must  be  permitted  for  potential 
offerors  to  review  the  RFP  prior  to 
any  preproposal  conference. 

4.  Infojrm  all  prospective  offerors 
that  DOE  may  solicit,  from  available 
sources,  relevant  information  concern¬ 
ing  the  offeror’s  record  of  past  per- 
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formance  and  use  such  Information  In 
the  evaluation  and  selection  process. 

5.  State  that  each  offeror  should 
represent  that  the  proposal  will 
remain  in  effect  for  a  specified  period 
of  time,  e.g.,  120  days  from  the  date 
designated  for  receipt  of  proposals. 

6.  Indicate  that  the  person  signing 
the  proposal  must  have  the  authority 
to  commit  the  proposer  to  all  of  the 
provisions  of  the  proposal. 

7.  State  that,  in  order  to  receive 
proper  handling  and  in  consideration 
of  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act, 
any  information  in  the  offeror’s  pro¬ 
posal  which  is  considered  to  be  trade 
secrets,  commercial  or  financial  infor¬ 
mation,  priviledged  or  confidential  or 
of  a  personal  nature  should  be  specifi¬ 
cally  identified. 

8.  State  that  the  RFP  does  not 
commit  the  Government  to  pay  any 
costs  incurred  in  the  preparation  or 
submission  of  any  proposal  or  to  pro¬ 
cure  or  contract  for  any  services. 

9.  State  that  proposals  should  con¬ 
tain  the  most  favorable  terms  to  DOE 
which  the  offeror  can  submit  and  that 
DOE  reserves  the  right,  without  quali¬ 
fication,  to  select  any  proposal  as  a 
basis  for  negotiation  or  to  reject  any 
and  all  proposals. 

10.  State  that  late  proposals  will  be 
treated  in  accordance  with  FPR  1- 
3.802-1  Consideration  of  Late  Propos¬ 
als. 

11.  State  that  the  Contracting  Offi¬ 
cer  is  the  only  individual  who  can  le¬ 
gally  commit  the  Government  to  the 
expenditure  of  funds  in  connection 
with  this  proposed  procurement.  Any 
other  commitment,  either  explicit  or 
implied,  is  invalid. 

12.  State  that  the  source  evaluation 
process  will  be  conducted  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  DOE-SEB  Handbook 
and  that  a  copy  may  be  obtained  from 
the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402. 

13.  When  appropriate,  state  that  the 
number  of  awards  anticipated  or  that 
multiple  awards  may  be  made. 

203.  Description  of  Work  or  Services 

This  enclosure  to  the  RFP,  which 
should  become  part  of  the  draft  con¬ 
tract,  should  describe  in  appropriate 
detail  the  work  or  services  to  be  pro¬ 
cured  including  deliverables.  Wherever 
possible,  it  should  also  identify  specific 
objectives,  goals  and  intermediate  mi¬ 
lestones  that  will  be  used  to  measure 
the  contractor’s  performance  in  regard 
to  technical,  schedule  and  cost  aspects. 
Requirements  for  work  to  be  per¬ 
formed  under  the  resulting  contract 
must  be  adequately  described  in  the 
draft  contract  (including  its  statement 
of  work).  Any  such  requirements  set 
forth  in  other  portions  of  the  RFP, 
e.g.,  the  transmittal  letter,  instruc¬ 
tions,  criteria,  may  not  effectively  bind 


the  offeror  or  may  be  omitted  from 
the  resulting  contract. 

204.  Qualification  Criteria 

Qualification  criteria,  if  any,  should 
be  sparingly  employed  where  there  are 
elements  of  special  experience,  capa¬ 
bility,  facilities,  or  other  factors  which 
are  essential  to  the  program  perform¬ 
ance  aspects  of  the  procurement. 
Qualification  criteria  must  be  clearly 
stated,  and  restricted  to  elements 
which  are  essential  to  the  successful 
completion  of  the  contract  work. 
Stated  another  way,  they  are  go/no  go 
criteria  which  depict  the  minimum 
qualifications  for  a  particular  procure¬ 
ment.  In  addition,  the  area  of  organi¬ 
zational  conflict  of  interest  may  be  a 
qualification  criteria  (see  Chapter  IV, 
Section  403).  The  purpose  of  qualifica¬ 
tion  criteria  is  to  discourage  unquali¬ 
fied  organizations  from  incurring  the 
time  and  expense  associated  with  the 
submission  of  proposals  when  they 
clearly  have  no  opportunity  for  selec¬ 
tion. 

205.  Evaluation  Criteria 

a.  The  evaluation  criteria  will  consist 
of  those  elements  which  the  board 
must  examine  in  each  proposal  to  de¬ 
termine  an  offeror’s: 

Understanding  of  the  work  to  be  performed, 
including  environmental  and  safety  issues; 
Technical,  business  and  management  ap¬ 
proach; 

Potential  for  completing  the  Job  as  specified 
In  the  RFP; 

Probable  cost  based  upon  offerors  approach; 
Relative  qualifications  and  experience  of 
both  the  proposer  and  key  individuals  pro¬ 
posed; 

Comparative  competitive  status; 

Offerors  commitment  and  assumption  of 
risk. 

b.  Too  many  evaluation  criteria  are 
as  detrimental  to  an  effective  evalua¬ 
tion  of  a  proposal  as  are  too  few.  The 
evaluation  process  should  be  aimed  at 
ascertaining  and  assessing  distinctions 
among  significant  aspects  of  the  work 
to  be  performed  rather  than  identify¬ 
ing  the  relatively  unimportant  differ¬ 
ences  to  be  expected  when  multiple 
proposals  are  received.  Evaluation  cri¬ 
teria  will  be  limited  to  the  minimum 
number  which  will: 

Allow  for  the  above  determinations  to  be 
made  and 

Indicate  significant  differences  or  distin¬ 
guishing  features  among  proposals. 

There  are  no  restrictions  on  the 
kinds  of  evaluation  criteria  which  may 
be  used,  as  long  as  they  are  disclosed 
in  the  RFP  and  relate  to  the  purposes 
of  the  procurement.  The  specific  crite¬ 
ria  used  will  depend  on  the  particular 
circumstances,  however,  they  will  gen¬ 
erally  fall  into  the  following  major 
categories:  (a)  Technical;  (b)  business 
and  management;  and  (c)  cost. 


D.  Each  evaluation  criterion  should 
be  stated  clearly  and  concisely.  The 
discipline  of  delineating  criteria  will 
highlight  overlap  or  redundancy 
among  the  several  criteria  so  that  the 
descriptions  can  be  reworked  to  elimi¬ 
nate  overlapping  or  redundant  con¬ 
cepts  and  double  scoring.  The  criteria 
set  out  in  the  RFP  must  be  used  in 
evaluation  and  will  not  be  changed 
without  the  approval  of  the  SSO  and 
amendment  of  the  RFP. 

206.  Evaluation  Criteria— Price  and 
Cost  Considerations 

a.  This  enclosure  to  the  RFP  should 
indicate  the  relative  importance  of 
cost  in  the  evaluation  and  describe  the 
type  of  cost  information  and  the 
format  to  be  used  by  the  offerors. 
Cost,  especially  in  the  case  of  a  cost- 
reimbursement  type  contract,  should 
be  measured  in  terms  of  cost  realism 
in  addition  to  the  lowest  estimated 
cost.  An  unrealistic  cost  proposal  may 
reflect  adversely  on  an  offeror’s  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  project. 

b.  In  cost-reimbursement  type  con¬ 
tracts,  particularly  if  there  is  a 
lengthy  performance  period,  it  may  be 
necessary  to  forecast  general  economic 
factors  and  the  anticipated  demand 
for  essential  materials.  Because  these 
forecasts  could  materially  affect  the 
estimated  contract  costs  and  offerors 
may  have  little  or  no  control  over 
them,  the  RFP  should  specify  the  esti¬ 
mating  assumptions  which  are  to  be 
used. 

c.  For  example,  in  estimating  the 
cost  of  a  program  to  be  performed 
over  a  five-year  period,  offerors  would 
find  it  necessary  to  project  the  rate  of 
inflation  and  the  national  demand  for 
a  given  fuel.  Because  neither  of  these 
factors  is  within  the  control  of  an  of¬ 
feror  and  because  cost  estimates  would 
be  materially  affected  by  the  projec¬ 
tions,  the  RFP  should  include  the  as¬ 
sumptions  to  be  used  in  proposal  prep¬ 
aration.  Otherwise,  there  could  be  no 
assurance  that  the  cost  projections 
submitted  would  provide  a  valid  basis 
for  comparison. 

d.  When  detailed  cost  estimates  are 
requested,  the  cost  information  should 
be  presented  in  accordance  with  Op¬ 
tional  Form  60,  including  all  footnotes 
and  instructions.  Similar  information 
should  be  furnished  in  regard  to  major 
subcontracts.  The  offerors’  proposed 
costs  are  to  be  related  to  the  proposed 
contract  period  of  'performance,  esca¬ 
lated,  as  necessary,  to  cover  geographi¬ 
cal  differences,  union  agreements,  per¬ 
sonnel  practices,  and  normal  economic 
conditions  peculiar  to  the  offeror.  For 
long  term  periods  of  performance 
(usually  beyond  3  years)  or  for  unusu¬ 
al  economic  conditions,  the  RFP 
should  state  the  additional  economic 
escalation  rates  that  are  to  be  used  by 
the  offerors  in  projecting  their  costs. 
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207.  Representations  and  Certifica¬ 
tions 

Include  the  most  current  representa¬ 
tions  and  certifications  form  covering 
small  business,  contingent  fee,  equal 
employment  opportunity,  cost  ac¬ 
counting  standards,  clean  air  and 
water  certifications,  etc. 

208.  Proposal  Format 

a.  This  enclosure  to  the  RFP  should 
prescribe  the  format  that  each  offeror 
should  follow  in  preparing  its  proposal 
in  response  to  the  RFP.  The  proposal 
format  should  conform  to  the  RFP 
format  and  should  be  separated  into 
sections.  Generally  the  following 
format  is  suitable: 

Part  I  General  information  covering  such 
areas  as:  cognizant  Government  agencies, 
representations  and  certifications,  infor¬ 
mation  required  for  the  Fact  Sheet,  etc. 
Part  II  Information  related  to  qualification 
criteria. 

Part  III  Information  related  to  technical 
evaluation  criteria. 

Part  IV  Information  related  to  business  and 
management  evaluation  criteria. 

Part  V  Price  and  Cost  information. 

Part  VI  Comments  on  draft  contract. 

Part  VII  Other  information. 

b.  Supporting  information  should  be 
keyed  to  the  appropriate  part  and 
paragraph  in  the  RFP.  For  ease  of 
evaluation,  It  may  be  desirable  to  pre¬ 
scribe  the  use  of  separate  volumes  ad¬ 
dressing  the  technical  evaluation  crite¬ 
ria.  business  and  management  evalua¬ 
tion  criteria:  and  price  and  cost  infor¬ 
mation.  To  the  extent  practicable, 
specify  the  use  of  graphs,  charts  and 
tables  which  will  facilitate  the  com¬ 
parison  of  proposals.  In  addition,  con¬ 
sideration  should  also  be  given  to 
specifying  a  limited  number  of  pages 
for  each  part  of  the  proposal. 

209.  Draft  Contract 

This  enclosure  should  contain  the 
draft  contract  or,  as  a  minimum,  all  re¬ 
quired  and  special  clauses  likely  to 
affect  an  offeror’s  willingness  to 
submit  a  proposal. 

210.  Other  Information. 

It  is  the  policy  of  DOE  to  provide 
small  business/minority  business  firms 
an  equitable  opportunity  *o  partici¬ 
pate  in  DOE  procurements  with  the 
objective  of  assuring  that  such  firms 
receive  their  fair  share  of  DOE  con¬ 
tracts.  Since  the  provisions  of  this 
Handbook  apply  to  procurements 
which  are  of  a  high  dollar  value  and 
may  be  beyond  the  capabilities  of 
small  business/minority  business  it  is 
important  that  appropriate  considera¬ 
tion  is  given,  under  Business  and  Man¬ 
agement  Evaluation  Criteria  to  offer¬ 
or's  small  and  minority  business  sub¬ 
contracting  programs.  Therefore  each 
RFP  should  contain  a  provision  re¬ 
quiring  the  offeror  to  describe  its  pro¬ 
posed  small  and  minority  buiness  pro- 
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grams  to  be  followed  during  the  period 
of  performance  of  the  proposed  con¬ 
tract. 

Chapter  III— Functions  and  Respon¬ 
sibilities  op  the  SEB— Prior  to  Re¬ 
ceipt  op  Proposals 

301.  Administrative  Matters 

a.  Conduct  of  Board  Activities 

1.  The  SEB  will  be  convened  as  di¬ 
rected  by  the  chairperson.  A  simple 
majority  of  the  voting  members  of  the 
board  constitutes  a  quorum  for  con¬ 
ducting  board  business.  Board  duties 
will  take  priority  over  normal  duty  as¬ 
signments. 

2.  Attendance  at  board  meetings  is 
necessary  to  the  evaluation  process 
and  members  will  attend  except  for 
compelling  reasons.  When  the  chair¬ 
person  determines  that  a  member’s 
failure  to  attend  meetings  is  prejudi¬ 
cial  to  the  evaluation,  the  chairperson 
may  request  the  source  selection  offi¬ 
cial  to  require  the  member’s  attend¬ 
ance  or  to  replace  such  individual.  It  is 
the  responsibility  or  the  board  chair¬ 
person  to  arrange  for  adequate  and 
secure  working  space  and  facilities  for 
the  board.  It  is  desirable  to  have  a  con¬ 
ference  room  fully  dedicated  to  the 
SEB  for  its  use  during  this  process. 

3.  Full  discussion  of  all  matters  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  board  is  encouraged. 
Differences  of  opinion  should  be  ex¬ 
plored  with  the  objective  of  reaching  a 
consensus  or  a  common  understanding 
on  statements  of  issues  which  reflect 
fairly  the  differing  views  of  board 
members. 

4.  Contacts  with  offerors  and  the 
private  sector  should  be  handled  by 
one  member  of  the  board,  normally 
the  procurement  member  or  SEB  ex¬ 
ecutive  secretary  as  authorized  by  the 
chairman.  Board  members,  advisors, 
and  committee  members  will  advise 
the  chairperson  of  any  inquiries  re¬ 
ceived  concerning  the  board’s  proceed¬ 
ings  or  the  composition  of  the  board 
directed  to  them  from  any  source  out¬ 
side  the  board.  An  appropriate  record 
of  such  inquiries  shall  be  included  in 
the  file. 

b.  Protection  of  Board  Information 

Procedures  shall  be  established  for 

the  secure  handling  of  proposals, 
worksheets,  records  of  meetings,  re¬ 
ports  and  other  documentation  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  SEB  process.  All  proposals, 
SEB  reports  and  briefing  charts  will 
be  numbered  and  controlled  by  the 
board  secretary.  Information  given  to 
and  transfers  between  committees 
should  be  kept  to  a  minimum  and  only 
provided  on  a  need-to-know  basis  as 
approved  by  the  SEB  chairperson. 
Committee  members  and  advisors 
should  not  be  given  the  weights  as¬ 
signed  to  the  evaluation  criteria. 

Requests  for  information  should  be 
carefully  considered  by  the  board  and 


its  legal  member  and,  if  it  is  decided  to 
release  certain  information,  it  should 
be  made  available  to  all  potential  or 
actual  offerors.  After  receipt  of  pro¬ 
posals,  no  information  regarding  the 
number  or  identity  of  the  offerors  or 
any  information  contained  in  their 
proposals  will  be  made  available  to  the 
public  or  to  anyone  whose  official 
duties  do  not  require  such  knowledge. 

c.  Protests— Everyone  involved  in  the 
process  and  especially  the  chairperson 
of  the  SEB  should  do  everything  pos¬ 
sible  in  regard  to  the  RFP  and  the 
evaluation  process  to  assure  impartial, 
equitable  and  thorough  treatment  is 
accorded  all  potential  and  actual  offer¬ 
ors  in  order  to  avoid  any  organization 
being  given  an  unfair  competitive  ad¬ 
vantage  over  any  other  organization. 
Offerors  may  file  a  protest  with  the 
Agency  or  with  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  Office  if  the  offeror  believes  that 
the  board  has  not  followed  established 
procedures  or  has  conducted  the  com¬ 
petition  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  one  or 
more  offerors  an  unfair  competitive 
advantage.  The  ultimate  effect  of  such 
a  protest,  if  filed  before  award,  could 
be  to  hold  up  the  award,  and,  if  filed 
after  award,  could  be  to  invalidate 
such  award.  If  the  chairperson  be¬ 
comes  aware  of  any  protest  that  may 
be  or  has  been  filed,  the  chairperson 
should  immediately  notify  the  pro¬ 
curement  member  on  the  board  who 
will  in  turn  notify  the  appropriate  in¬ 
dividual  in  the  Procurement  and  Con¬ 
tracts  Management  Directorate.  The 
SEB  chairperson  should  also  notify 
the  SEB  secretariat  and  the  legal 
member. 

d.  Freedom  of  Information  Act— Any 
requests  for  information  under  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Act  should  be 
directed  to  the  cognizant  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  officer.  The  SEB 
chairperson  should  also  notify  the 
SEB  secretariat.  No  information 
which  could  provide  an  advantage  to 
one  or  more  offerors  should  be  re¬ 
leased  prior  to  award  of  all  contracts 
contemplated  by  the  solicitation. 

302.  Preparation  of  Procurement 
Plan/Schedule 

An  initial  task  of  the  board  will  be  to 
review  the  procurement  plan  and 
schedule  indicating  how  the  board  ex¬ 
pects  to  accomplish  its  assignment. 
This  procurement  plan/schedule  will 
be  prepared  in  draft  form  by  the  pro¬ 
curement  office  and  program  office 
and  will  be  submitted  to  the  chairper¬ 
son  at  the  first  or  second  meeting  of 
the  board.  It  will  provide  comments  in 
relation  to  the  following  areas  as  ap¬ 
propriate: 

Brief  description  of  work  or  services  to  be 

procured; 

Period  of  performance  and  proposed  type  of 

contract; 

Responsible  technical  office; 

Responsible  contracting  office; 

fwr 
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Total  estimated  amount  of  the  procure¬ 
ment; 

Status  of  congressional  appropriations  and 
authorizations,  if  applicable; 

Tentative  qualification  criteria,  if  any; 
Tentative  evaluation  criteria— technical, 
business  and  management; 

Tentative  price/cost  considerations; 
Procurement  schedule  starting  with  estab¬ 
lishment  of  board  through  expected 
award  of  contract; 

Special  considerations  such  as  determina¬ 
tions  to  be  made  by  the  SSO. 

b.  After  the  procurement  plan/ 
schedule  has  been  reviewed  by  the 
board  it  will  be  forwarded  by  the 
chairperson  to  the  source  selection  of¬ 
ficial  and  Procurement  and  Contracts 
Management  Directorate— SEB  Secre¬ 
tariat.  This  document  should  be 
marked  “Official  Use  Only”  and  trans¬ 
mitted  in  a  sealed  envelope  to  be 
opened  only  by  addressee. 

303.  Organization  of  the  SEB 

a.  The  source  evaluation  board  will 
be  composed  of  the  chairperson,  mem¬ 
bers,  executive  secretary,  legal 
member  (nonvoting),  ex-officio  mem¬ 
bers  and  advisors  as  designated  by  the 
source  selection  official.  Based  upon 
the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
particular  procurement,  the  chairper¬ 
son,  with  the  advice  of  the  board,  will 
decide  whether  to  establish  commit¬ 
tees  and  appoint  additional  advisors.  It 
is  anticipated  that  on  most  major  pro¬ 
curements  there  will  be  a  need  for 
technical,  business/management  and 
cost  committees.  Committees  may  be 
established  and  convened  prior  to  re¬ 
ceipt  of  proposals. 

b.  To  ensure  board  control,  coordina¬ 
tion  and  exchange  of  ideas,  the  chair¬ 
person  of  each  committee  should,  if 
practicable,  be  a  voting  member  of  the 
board.  Each  committee  chairperson 
will  exercise  the  same  responsibility 
with  respect  to  procedural  matters  for 
the  committee  as  does  the  board  chair¬ 
person  for  the  SEB.  The  findings  and 
conclusions  of  committees  shall  be 
purely  advisory. 

304.  Review  and  Approval  of  RFP 

a.  The  procurement  office  and  the 
cognizant  program  office  will  develop 
a  draft  RFP  which  will  be  submitted 
to  the  SEB  for  review  and  approval.  It 
is  important  that  the  board  carefully 
reviews  the  RFP  to  be  sure  that  it 
clearly  states  the  requirements  and  is 
fully  understood  by  the  board  mem¬ 
bers.  The  board  should  make  such 
modifications  as  it  deems  necessary  to 
assure  itself  that  the  RFP  will  be  able 
to  accomplish  its  objectives. 

b.  When  ready  to  start  board  work 
on  the  RFP,  the  chairperson  will  for¬ 
mally  convene  the  board.  Members 
will  familiarize  themselves  with  the 
objectives  of  the  procurement  and  any 
unique  considerations  involved.  Pro¬ 
posed  qualification  criteria  will  be  re¬ 


viewed,  changed,  as  appropriate,  and 
approved.  Evaluation  criteria  will  be 
reviewed  for  validity  and  susceptibility 
of  being  rated  in  order  to  distinguish 
among  competing  proposals.  As  part  of 
this  review,  particular  attention  will 
be  paid  to  the  narrative  definitions, 
developed  for  evaluation  criteria  in 
order  to  eliminate  any  overlap,  con¬ 
flict  or  redundancy.  The  board  will 
change,  as  appropriate,  and  approve 
the  evaluation  criteria  to  be  used. 

c.  Once  evaluation  criteria  are  estab¬ 
lished,  the  board  will  determine  the 
weights  to  be  assigned  to  each,  de¬ 
pending  on  its  relative  importance  to 
the  accomplishment  of  the  procure¬ 
ment  objectives.  Complementary  to 
this,  a  rating  plan  will  be  agreed  upon. 
The  establishment  of  appropriate 
evaluation  criteria  and  weights  prior 
to  release  of  the  RFP  is  required  to 
assure  impartial  evaluation.  Evalua¬ 
tion  criteria  and  weights  assigned  will 
not  be  altered  after  proposals  are 
opened. 

d.  In  its  review  of  the  RFP,  the 
board  should  be  mindful  that  it  is 
DOE  policy  to  obtain  maximum  com¬ 
petition  consistent  with  the  nature  of 
the  procurement.  However,  in  view  of 
the  distinctive  characteristics  of  many 
DOE  programs  and  in  the  interest  of 
the  public,  those  companies  which  do 
not  possess  minimum  qualifications 
and  resources  necessary  to  perform 
the  proposed  work  should  not  be  en¬ 
couraged  to  incur  proposal  and  other 
expenses  involved  in  competitive  sub¬ 
mission.  To  accomplish  this  objective 
without  limiting  meaningful  competi¬ 
tion  requires  early  and  intense  effort 
on  the  part  of  the  board,  working  in 
conjunction  with  the  program  and 
procurement  staff  elements  most  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  requirements.  Timely  • 
attention  to  program  requirements  of 
the  proposed  procurement  by  the 
board  will  permit  prompt  identifica¬ 
tion  of  qualification  criteria  against 
which  source  list  may  be  screened  so 
that  only  qualified  concerns  are  asked 
to  submit  proposals. 

e.  Qualification  criteria  should  be 
employed  only  where  it  is  possible  for 
the  board  to  establish  qualification 
criteria  which  are: 

Demonstrably  justified  from  the  nature  of 

the  particular  procurement  objective;  and, 
8usceptible  to  objective  application  to  all 

potential  sources. 

Qualification  criteria  are  not  intend¬ 
ed  to  restrict  competition  but  to  dis¬ 
courage  proposal  preparation  by 
sources  which  have  no  real  possibility 
of  receiving  the  award. 

f.  Evaluation  criteria.  Weights  and 
the  rating  plan  selected  should  be  es¬ 
tablished  on  a  case-by-case  basis  in 
order  to  fit  them  to  the  significant  fac¬ 
tors  of  the  particular  procurement. 
Technical  excellence,  business/man¬ 
agement  capability  and  cost  aspects  all 


may  be  equally  important  factors  in 
one  selection  while,  in  another,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  conditions  under  which 
the  selected  contractor  will  perform, 
one  or  two  may  have  limited  signifi¬ 
cance. 

The  relative  importance  of  the  tech¬ 
nical,  business/management  and  cost 
criteria  depends  on  the  nature  of  the 
products  or  services  to  be  procured, 
with  technical  considerations  having 
paramount  importance  in  research 
and  development.  Nevertheless,  any 
factor  may  tip  the  balance  when  com¬ 
petition  is  very  close. 

g.  Ordinarily  the  RFP  will  require 
the  submission  of  complete  proposals 
at  one  point  in  time.  However,  under 
special  conditions  it  may  be  desirable 
to  solicit  technical  proposals  first  and 
call  for  submission  of  cost  proposals  at 
a  later  date.  Prospective  contractors 
frequently  work  and  rework  technical 
proposals  until  immediately  prior  to 
submission  in  order  to  present  the  best 
proposal  possible  in  the  time  allowed. 
In  such  circumstances,  if  DOE  has  re¬ 
quired  the  simultaneous  submission  of 
a  cost  proposal  covering  the  proposed 
work,  the  figures  submitted  by  the  po¬ 
tential  contractor  may  be  of  question¬ 
able  value,  even  for  estimating  pur¬ 
poses.  Some  delay  in  the  date  when 
cost  proposals  are  required  may  be 
more  than  compensated  for  by  a  great¬ 
er  reliability  of  cost  estimates  and  the 
resultant  time  saving  made  possible  in 
later  negotiations  with  the  successful 
offeror.  When  delay  in  submission  of 
cost  proposals  is  appropriate,  the  RFP 
will  include  the  closing  date  for  both 
technical  and  cost  proposals.  In  no 
event,  however,  may  a  competitive 
range  be  established  until  after  receipt 
and  consideration  of  technical  and  re¬ 
quired  cost  information. 

305.  Development  of  Source  List 

The  procurement  office  and  the  cog¬ 
nizant  program  office  will  develop  a 
draft  list  of  sources  based  upon  the 
nature  of  the  procurement  and  the 
draft  RFP.  This  draft  source  list  will 
be  reviewed  and  amended  as  appropri¬ 
ate  by  the  board  based  upon  careful 
consideration  of  factors  affecting  the 
procurement.  Prior  to  the  issuance  of 
the  RFP,  appropriate  notice  will  be 
placed  in  the  Commerce  Business 
Daily,  in  accordance  with  FPR  1- 
1.1003.  Such  notice  and  any  other 
public  announcements  should  include 
any  qualification  criteria  that  will 
appear  in  the  RFP. 

306.  Development  of  Rating  Plan 

a.  The  best  rating  plan  for  a  particu¬ 
lar  procurement  is  dependent  on  the 
objectives  of  that  procurement.  The 
rating  plan  should  be  developed  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  the  RFP.  Before  re¬ 
ceipt  of  proposals,  the  board  should 
reexamine  its  determination  of 
weights  to  be  assigned  and  the  rating 
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plan  to  be  used.  Where  some  adjust¬ 
ment  appears  necessary  to  accomplish 
the  procurement  objectives,  such  ad¬ 
justment  may  be  made  without  for¬ 
mally  amending  the  RFP  prior  to  re¬ 
ceipt  of  proposals,  only  if  consistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  RFP  and  the  rel¬ 
ative  importance  of  the  criteria  ex¬ 
pressed  therein.  After  receipt  of  pro¬ 
posals,  no  changes  may  be  made  in  the 
evaluation  criteria  or  in  the  weight  as¬ 
signed  to  each. 

b.  Two  principal  methods  of  rating 
selected  evaluation  criteria  have  been 
used:  Numerical  and  adjective.  The 
numerical  method  involves  assigning 
numerical  values  or  weights  corre¬ 
sponding  to  the  relative  importance  of 
the  factor  being  evaluated  in  order  to 
provide  a  means  of  comparison.  The 
adjective  method  uses  adjective  rat¬ 
ings  (e.g.,  “outstanding”,  “good”,  etc.) 
to  provide  a  means  of  comparison.  Nu¬ 
merical  weights  will  be  assigned  to  the 
technical  evaluation  criteria  and  they 
will  be  point  scored.  However  busi¬ 
ness/management  evaluation  criteria 
will  not  ordinarily  be  assigned  numeri¬ 
cal  weights.  When  not  assigned  nu¬ 
merical  weights,  adjective  ratings  will 
be  used  to  rate  these  criteria.  In  situa¬ 
tions  where  management  capabilities 
and  business  expertise  is  the  primary 
service  being  procured  such  as  in  oper¬ 
ating  and  some  support  service  re¬ 
quirements,  numerical  weights  and 
scoring  may  be  appropriate  for  busi¬ 
ness/management  evaluation  criteria. 
Cost  will  not  be  assigned  a  numerical 
weight  or  point  scored  or  adjective 
rated. 

c.  While  infinite  variations  are  possi¬ 
ble,  there  are  advantages  in  using  a 
standard  method  when  the  nature  of 
the  evaluaton  permits.  However,  cer¬ 
tain  cautions  must  be  observed  with 
respect  to  all  numerical  and  adjective 
rating  plans: 

They  are  only  as  good  as  the  judg¬ 
ments  made  in  selecting  criteria  and 
weights.  They  do  not  ensure  the  math¬ 
ematical  certitude  that  the  numbers 
might  lead  one  to  believe. 

When  the  number  of  subdivisions  to 
be  rated  is  not  kept  to  a  necessary 
minimum,  they  tend  to  introduce  an 
“averaging  out”  effect  among  all  pro¬ 
posals,  thus  making  it  difficult  to  dif¬ 
ferentiate  in  important  areas  of  evalu¬ 
ation. 

d.  Depending  on  the  rating  plan  em¬ 
ployed,  the  manner  in  which  a  board 
reaches  its  final  composite  position 
may  be  through  averages,  curves, 
board  consensus  or  any  other  means 
which  are  reasonable  and  followed 
consistently.  The  method  of  reaching 
composite  ratings  will  be  part  of  the 
rating  plan  established  prior  to  the 
opening  of  proposals.  In  developing 
the  rating  plan  the  board  should 
arrive  at  a  common  understanding  or 
definition  of  the  numerical  scale  and 
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adjectives  in  terms  of  strengths  and 
weaknesses.  • 

e.  For  illustration  and  guidance  only, 
it  is  noted  that  a  frequently  used 
method  is  to  assign  numerical  weights 
to  each  technical  evaluation  criterion 
and  subcriterion  stated  in  the  RFP 
which  effectively  reflects  its  propor¬ 
tionate  importance  to  all  the  technical 
evaluation  criteria.  Determination  of 
importance  and  assigning  weights  to 
each  criteria  obviously  requires  a  con¬ 
sidered  judgment  in  the  light  of  the 
procurement  objectives.  Assume  that  a 
total  of  100  points  is  used  as  the  maxi¬ 
mum  weight  for  the  technical  evalua¬ 
tion  criteria  and  using  a  scale  of  0-10 
points  to  reflect  the  boards  evaluation 
of  each  criteria  and  subcriterion  the 
board  would  then  arrive  at  a  total 
maximum  possible  rating  of  1000 
points. 

f.  In  regard  to  the  business/manage¬ 
ment  evaluation  criteria  a  frequently 
used  method  is  to  assign  adjectives 
such  as:  outstanding,  good,  satisfac¬ 
tory,  poor,  unsatisfactory;  to  each  cri¬ 
terion  to  reflect  the  evaluation  by  the 
board. 

g.  Once  the  rating  plan  has  been  es¬ 
tablished,  the  board  should  develop 
worksheets  to  be  used  by  each  board 
member  for  rating  each  proposal 
against  the  technical  and  business/ 
management  evaluation  criteria. 

h.  As  an  example,  a  rating  sheet  that 
may  be  used  for  rating  the  evaluation 
criteria  for  proposals  received  is  pre¬ 
sented  as  Appendix  #4.  This  sample 
rating  sheet  provides  for  assignment 
of  a  particular  weight  to  each  evalua¬ 
tion  criterion  and,  in  turn,  to  each  sub¬ 
criterion  on  the  basis  of  a  sum  total 
thereof  of  100.  It  also  indicates  that 
each  criterion  or  subcriterion  would  be 
rated  on  the  basis  of  a  scale  of  0  to  10. 
Under  this  rating  plan  each  board 
member  would  evaluate  each  offeror’s 
proposal  and  then,  using  the  assigned 
ratings  as  coefficients,  arrive  at  the 
number  of  points  assigned  to  each  of¬ 
feror  by  multiplying  the  numerical 
ratings  by  the  assigned  weights  and  to¬ 
taling  the  scores  for  each  evaluation 
criterion. 

107.  Issuance  of  RFP 

After  the  RFP  has  been  reviewed 
and  formally  approved  by  the  board,  it 
will  be  submitted  to  the  Procurement 
and  Contracts  Management  Director¬ 
ate,  Director,  Program  Support,  who 
will  appoint  a  solicitation  review  panel 
and  distribute  copies  of  the  RFP  and 
allied  documents  to  each  member.  The 
panel  will  be  convened  not  sooner 
than  three  working  days  after  receipt 
of  the  RFPs  by  its  members.  This 
review  will  be  conducted  by  appropri¬ 
ate  staff,  including  the  program  office. 
While  this  review  is  taking  place,  the 
board  should  be  finalizing  the  source 
list,  rating  plan  and  the  announce- 
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ment  for  the  Commerce  Business 
Daily  as  drafted  by  the  procurement 
office  and  program  office.  The  RFP 
will  be  modified  as  appropriate  by  the 
SEB  and  approved  for  release  after  re¬ 
ceipt  of  comments  from  the  solicita¬ 
tion  review  panel  and  the  SSO  who 
may  require  a  briefing  on  the  RFP 
prior  to  its  release.  The  RFP  will  be 
signed  by  the  procurement  member  on 
the  board.  Each  organization  request¬ 
ing  an  RFP  should  be  given  a  copy  or 
an  opportunity  to  review  the  RFP  and 
reference  material  in  a  public  docu¬ 
ment  room  or  other  appropriate  loca¬ 
tion. 

The  SEB  will  also  forward  a  copy  of 
the  RFP  and  subsequent  modifications 
to  the  SEB  Secretariat. 

308.  Preproposal  Conference 

a.  A  preproposal  conference  should 
be  held  for  all  procurements  signifi¬ 
cant  enough  to  justify  a  formal  SEB. 
The  preproposal  conference  permits 
prospective  offerors  the  opportunity 
to  gain  a  better  understanding  of  the 
objectives  of  the  procurement.  It  also 
offers  the  board  an  opportunity  to 
stress  the  importance  of  significant 
elements  of  the  RFP  in  order  that  in¬ 
terested  organizations  may  judge 
whether  to  incur  the  cost  of  proposal 
preparation. 

b.  Ordinarily,  the  chairperson  will 
make  the  necessary  arrangements  and 
conduct  the  prep'oposal  conference. 
Interested  organizations  normally 
expect  a  general  presentation  followed 
by  the  opportunity  to  ask  specific 
questions.  Questions  should  be  submit¬ 
ted  in  writing  prior  to  the  conference 
and  qualified  DOE  personnel  should 
be  available  at  the  conference  to 
answer  them.  Questions  received  at 
the  conference  may  be  answered 
orally  but  it  should  be  emphasized 
that  the  official  answers  will  be  dis¬ 
tributed  in  writing. 

c.  It  is  ordinarily  not  desirable  to 
tape  or  permit  taping  of  the  proceed¬ 
ing  of  the  pre-proposal  conference  or 
distribute  verbatim  minutes.  However, 
a  summary  of  the  preproposal  confer¬ 
ence  should  be  issued.  The  board 
chairperson  will  assure  that  the  offi¬ 
cial  DOE  position  in  response  to  all 
pertinent  questions  discussed  at  the 
prepropoeal  conference  is  furnished  in 
writing  to  recipients  of  the  RFP.  It  is 
essential  that  provisions  of  the  RFP 
are  not  changed  in  the  course  of  a  pre¬ 
proposal  conference.  The  terms  of  an 
RFP  may  be  changed  only  by  formal 
written  amendment  signed  by  the  pro¬ 
curement  representative  who  signed 
the  RFP. 

Chapter  IV— Evaluation  Process 

401.  Methodology  Used  to  Evaluate 
Proposals 

a.  Once  proposals  are  received  and 
opened  the  chairperson  and  members 
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are  expected  to  spend  virtually  full 
time  in  the  evaluation  until  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  SEB  report.  Upon  receipt 
of  proposals,  the  board  chairperson 
will  again  require  each  board  member, 
advisor  and  committee  member  to 
inform  the  chairperson  in  writing  if 
participation  in  board  activities  might 
cause  embarrassment  because  of  a 
real,  apparent  or  possible  conflict  of 
interest  situation. 

b.  All  proposals  will  be  numbered 
and  logged  in  (date  and  time  of  re¬ 
ceipt)  and  held  by  the  executive  secre¬ 
tary,  unopened,  in  a  secure  place,  until 
after  the  due  date  and  time  specified 
for  receipt  in  the  RFP.  If  any  proposal 
is  received  after  the  due  date  and  time 
it  will  be  treated  in  accordance  with 
FPR  1-3.802-1.  Normally  the  board 
will  be  convened  as  soon  as  possible 
after  the  due  date  for  receipt  of  pro¬ 
posals  at  which  time  proposals  should 
be  distributed  and  assigned  by  number 
to  each  board  member.  The  board 
should  then  review  the  methodology 
to  be  followed  in  evaluating  proposals. 

c.  The  initial  phase  of  the  evaluation 
will  be  a  review  by  the  board  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  or  not  each  proposal 
satisfies  the  formal  requirements  of 
the  RFP  and  meets  the  qualification 
criteria  specified.  Any  proposal  not 
meeting  the  qualification  criteria 
should  be  eliminated  from  further 
consideration  and  the  offeror  should 
be  notified  in  writing  by  the  SEB 
Chairperson.  Such  notification  should 
be  given  promptly  and  briefly  state 
the  rationale  for  elimination  of  the 
proposal  from  further  consideration. 

d.  After  review  has  been  made  for 
compliance  with  the  qualification  cri¬ 
teria,  the  board  should  start  its  evalu¬ 
ation  of  proposals  in  accordance  with 
the  technical  and  business/manage¬ 
ment  evaluation  criteria  and  cost  as¬ 
pects.  The  board  chairperson  will  give 
each  committee  an  appropriate 
number  of  proposals  or  portions  there¬ 
of,  evaluating  criteria  or  areas  to  be 
evaluated,  instructions  regarding  the 
committee  functions  and  all  data  con¬ 
sidered  necessary.  The  committee 
chairperson  will  ordinarily  be  a  board 
member  and  will  be  responsible  for  in¬ 
structing  the  members  as  to  commit¬ 
tee  functions,  responsibilities  and  pro¬ 
cedures.  Committee  members  will  not 
be  told  the  weights  assigned  to  the 
areas  they  are  evaluating. 

e.  A  committee  is  a  factfinding  arm 
of  the  board.  As  a  general  rule,  it  will 
function  under  the  same  contraints  as 
the  board  and  will  be  expected  to: 

Examine,  in  detail,  each  proposal  or  portion 

thereof  for  the  purpose  of  rating  the  as¬ 
signed  evaluation  criterion  in  accordance 

with  the  rating  plan  approved  by  the 

board  for  the  committee's  use. 

Submit  written  reports  covering  committee 

evaluation  as  set  forth  below. 


f.  While  oral  reports  may  be  given  to 
the  board,  the  committee  function  re¬ 
quires  the  submission  of  a  written 
report.  This  report  shall  include: 

Copies  of  individual  and  composite  work¬ 
sheets  showing  scores  or  ratings  and  sup¬ 
porting  comments. 

Any  strengths  of  a  proposal  which  signifi¬ 
cantly  affected  the  rating. 

Any  weaknesses  of  a  proposal  which  signifi¬ 
cantly  affected  the  rating. 

Any  specific  information  bearing  on  the  as¬ 
signed  ratings  which  the  committee,  or 
any  member  thereof,  desires  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  the  board. 

g.  All  reports  submitted  by  commit¬ 
tees  will  be  retained  as  part  of  the 
board  records  but  normally  will  not  be 
included  as  part  of  the  board  report  to 
the  source  selection  official.  However, 
when  it  appears  that  a  committee 
report  is  so  significant  that  its  inclu¬ 
sion  is  necessary  to  the  source  selec¬ 
tion  official’s  ur  <  rstanding  of  the 
board’s  action,  that  report  may  be  in¬ 
cluded. 

h.  Committee  reports  and  findings 
will  be  reviewed  by  the  board.  In  es¬ 
tablishing  the  initial  rating  of  each 
proposal,  the  board  will  not  merely  ac¬ 
cumulate  committee  scores  and  rank 
proposals  accordingly.  Each  board 
member  will  consider  the  committee 
ratings  and  rankings,  taking  cogni¬ 
zance  of  any  reservations  or  qualifica¬ 
tions  stated  by  the  committee  and 
their  own  review  of  proposals  and 
other  information  known  to  the  board. 

402.  Basis  for  Elimination  of  Propos¬ 
als  Before  Initial  Board  Ratings 

a.  Proposals  may  be  eliminated  from 
further  consideration  before  the  intial 
ratings  if  the  proposal  is  so  grossly 
and  obviously  deficient  as  to  be  totally 
unacceptable  on  its  face.  For  example: 

It  does  not  represent  a  reasonable 
initial  effort  to  address  itself  to  the  es¬ 
sential  requirements  of  the  RFP,  or 
clearly  demonstrates  that  the  offeror 
does  not  understand  the  requirement 
of  the  RFP;  or 

In  research,  development  or  demon¬ 
stration  procurements,  numerous  and/ 
or  substantial  design  deficiences  are 
inherent  in  the  proposal  and  sufficient 
correction  or  improvement  to  consider 
the  proposal  acceptable  would  require 
virtually  an  entirely  new  technical 
proposal. 

b.  Simple  technical  non-responsive¬ 
ness,  in  the  sense  in  which  the  term  is 
used  in  formal  advertising,  is  never 
sufficient  to  constitute  unacceptability 
if  the  proposal  is  otherwise  competi¬ 
tive. 

c.  The  complete  rationale  for  the 
elimination  of  any  proposal  shall  be 
recorded  in  the  board  files.  Prompt 
written  notification  by  the  SEB  Chair¬ 
person  which  will  include  a  brief  state¬ 
ment  of  the  rationale  shall  be  given  to 
each  offeror  who  has  been  eliminated 


from  further  consideration.  (Ref. 
Chapter  VII.  Paragraph  704.) 

403.  Organizational  Conflicts  of  Inter¬ 
est 

a.  The  SEB  is  responsible  for  assur¬ 
ing  that  organizational  conflicts  of  in¬ 
terest  are  considered  and,  where  ap¬ 
propriate  and  consistent  with  Depart¬ 
ment  policy,  that  suitable  provisions 
are  included  in  the  solicitation.  ' 

b.  When  acceptance  of  an  organiza¬ 
tional  conflicts  of  interest  clause  or 
submission  of  an  organizational  con¬ 
flicts  of  interest  disclosure,  or  both, 
are  set  forth  in  the  solicitation  as 
qualification  criteria,  noncomplying 
offerors  will  be  notified: 

(1)  Of  the  noncompliance; 

(2)  That  failure  to  fully  correct 
within  a  specified  time  may  be  treated 
as  a  refusal  to  comply  in  which  case  no 
further  consideration  shall  be  given 
the  proposal;  and 

(3)  Any  attempt  to  modify  their  pro¬ 
posal  in  a  manner  which  affects  price, 
quantity,  quality,  schedule,  or  the  of¬ 
feror’s  competitive  position  may  con¬ 
stitute  a  late  modification  under  the 
provisions  of  the  solicitation. 

c.  When  an  organizational  conflicts 
of  interest  disclosure  is  required,  the 
Board  shall  to  the  extent  feasible, 
verify  the  completeness,  adequacy, 
and  accuracy  of  such  statements 
through  written  and  oral  discussions, 
inquiries  to  sources  of  relevant  infor¬ 
mation,  and  appliction  of  the  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  Board  members. 

d.  The  Board  shall  provide  to  the  Se¬ 
lection  Official  as  part  of  its  report: 
(1)  Any  information  uncovered  bear¬ 
ing  on  (a)  the  ability  of  any  offeror 
within  the  competitive  range  to  per¬ 
form  in  an  impartial,  technically 
sound,  and  objective  manner,  or  (b) 
obtaining  an  unfair  competitive  advan¬ 
tage.  and  (2)  any  proposal  to  mitigate 
or  avoid  organizational  conflicts  of  in¬ 
terest.  The  board  should  also  ascertain 
and  report  whether  the  offeror  is  pre¬ 
cluded  from  proposing  or  receiving 
award  by  restrictions  placed  in  other 
Federal  Government  contracts. 

404.  Price  and  Cost  Considerations 

a.  Proposed  cost,  for  either  cost-re¬ 
imbursement  or  fixed-price  type  con¬ 
tracts,  is  not  to  be  point  scored.  Pro¬ 
posed  cost  is  a  function  of  the  techni¬ 
cal  approach,  the  manpower,  the  facil¬ 
ities,  the  organization,  and  the  uncer¬ 
tainties  of  the  work  and  the  economy. 
The  board  is  to  determine,  by  analysis, 
its  own  estimate  of  what  it  probably 
will  cost  each  offeror,  given  each  of¬ 
feror’s  approach,  experience,  organiza¬ 
tion,  personnel  and  similar  factors  in¬ 
cluding  the  board's  estimate  of  what  it 
will  cost  after  correcting  correctable 
deficiencies.  Cost  and  price  analysis  of 
proposals  should  be  performed  by  cost 
and  pricing  personnel  and  their  assist¬ 
ance  should  be  requested. 
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b.  Price  and  cost  information  should 
be  evaluated  by  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  board  in  terms  of  the 
proposed  cost  in  order  to  assist  in  the 
determination  of  the  competitive 
range.  A  more  detailed  cost  and  price 
analysis  may  be  performed  in  appro¬ 
priate  cases. 

c.  One  of  the  principal  aims  of  the- 
board,  in  its  detailed  analysis  of  costs 
of  those  offerors  in  the  competitive 
range,  is  to  determine  the  validity  of 
the  proposed  cost,  the  probable  cost  to 
the  Government  of  each  proposal,  the 
probable  cost  differences  among  the 
offerors  and  their  causes,  and  the  level 
of  the  board’s  confidence  in  its  analy¬ 
sis  and  projection  of  costs.  If  the 
board  concludes  that  an  offeror’s  ap¬ 
proach  or  plan  for  accomplishing  the 
work  will  require  modification,  the 
board  should  report  the  probable  costs 
after  such  modification. 

d.  All  cost  information  including 
prime  and  subcontract  amounts  which 


All  three  are  technically  acceptable, 
and  identified  weaknesses  in  each  pro¬ 
posal  are  thought  to  be  correctable  in 
final  negotiations.  Offeror  A’s  techni¬ 
cal  proposal  is  considered  the  best. 
Consistent  with  the  language  in  the 
RFP  regarding  the  relative  impor¬ 
tance  of  cost,  the  questions  to  be  de¬ 
cided,  in  order  to  make  the  selection, 
are  whether  its  proposal  is  worth  the 
additional  cost,  and  whether  business/ 
management  factors  enhance  or  de¬ 
tract  from  the  proposal. 

f.  If  a  complete  detailed  cost  esti¬ 
mate  is  not  necessary  to  select  a  con¬ 
tractor  for  certain  types  of  require¬ 
ments,  e.g.,  operating  contracts,  dis¬ 
crete  limited  portions  of  the  work  may 
be  broken  out.  such  as  overhead,  and  a 
detailed  estimate  requested  covering 
such  areas.  In  these  situations,  limited 
cost  estimates  together  with  data  re¬ 
lating  to  cost  control  systems  and  in¬ 
novative  ideas  should  be  requested  for 
use  in  assessing  the  offeror’s  under¬ 
standing  of  the  requirements  and  to 
indicate  his  cost  consciousness.  In 
those  cases  where  limited  cost  infor¬ 
mation  is  requested  and  analyzed,  it 
will  normally  play  a  major  role  in  the 
selection.  However,  cost  must  always 
be  a  factor,  even  though  relatively  in¬ 
significant,  in  any  seclection. 

g.  Assistance  can  be  provided  by  the 
Office  of  the  Controller  in  the  evalua¬ 
tion  of  cost  proposals.  In  special  cases, 
and  at  the  request  of  the  board,  the 


are  or  should  be  present  in  an  offer¬ 
or’s  cost  proposal  are  to  be  analyzed 
by  the  board  and  the  board’s  estimate 
of  probable  cost  to  the  Government 
for  each  proposal  should  be  included 
in  its  report.  In  the  analysis  of  cost 
proposals  appropriate  engineering  or 
technical  assessments  should  be  made 
of  the  quantitative  and  qualitative  fac¬ 
tors  and  these  should  be  used  in  pre¬ 
paring  the  cost  analysis  report.  In  the 
event  that  board  members  have  differ¬ 
ent  opinions  as  to  the  cost  analysis, 
these  differing  opinions  shall  be  re¬ 
ported. 

e.  Cost  may  be  used  in  the  ultimate 
decision  by  the  source  selection  offi¬ 
cial  to  judge  the  value  of  the  work  to 
be  done  and  the  quality  of  product  or 
service  to  be  furnished,  and  not  as  an 
addition  to  the  cumulative  score  of  the 
other  analyses.  To  illustrate,  assume 
three  offerors  in  the  competitive 
range  with  scores  and  cost  estimates  as 
follows: 


Office  of  the  Controler  will  arrange 
for  the  development  of  an  independ¬ 
ent  cost  estimate. 

405.  Initial  Ranking  and  Determina¬ 
tion  of  Competitive  Range 

a.  Following  review  of  committee  re¬ 
ports,  etc.,  each  board  member  will 
complete  an  evaluation  of  each  pro¬ 
posal  and  develop  tentative  strengths 
and  weaknesses  in  relation  to  each 
evaluation  criteria.  After  this  has  been 
accomplished  the  board  as  a  whole 
should  meet  and  discuss  in  detail  the 
individual  strengths  and  weaknesses 
developed  by  each  board  member  and 
if  possible  arrive  at  a  common  under¬ 
standing  of  the  major  strengths  and 
weaknesses  and  the  potential  correcta- 
billty  of  each  proposer’s  weaknesses 
(Ref.  Appendix  5).  Each  board 
member  will  then  tentatively  rate  and 
rank  the  proposals  remaining  in  the 
competition.  Generally,  and  depending 
on  the  rating  plan  employed,  ranking 
will  be  accomplished  by  totaling  the 
numerical  scores  assigned  by  each 
voting  member  to  the  evaluation  crite¬ 
ria  and  developing  an  average  rating 
for  each  offeror. 

b.  After  the  board  has  tentatively 
ranked  the  proposals  remaining  in 
competiton,  proposals  will  be  reviewed 
to  determine  which  are  within  the 
competitive  range,  considering  the 
technical  and  business/management 
evaluations  and  price  and  cost  consid¬ 
erations.  In  making  this  determina¬ 


tion,  the  board  will  evaluate  the  po¬ 
tential  for  improving  the  competitive 
position  of  the  proposals  by  written 
and/or  oral  discussions.  A  proposal  is 
in  the  competitive  range  unless  it  is  so 
technically  inferior  or  out  of  line  with 
regard  to  price  (cost)  that  meaningful 
negotiations  are  precluded.  To  put  it 
another  way,  a  proposal  is  in  the  com¬ 
petitive  range  unless  there  is  no  real 
possibility,  taking  into  account  the 
other  more  acceptable  proposals,  that 
it  can  be  improved  to  the  point  where 
it  becomes  the  most  acceptable.  The 
competitive  range  should  not  be  re¬ 
duced  to  a  single  offeror  without  co¬ 
ordinating  with  the  SSO. 

c.  There  is  no  purpose  in  considering 
a  proposal  to  be  in  the  competitive 
range  simply  because  it  could  be  im¬ 
proved  to  the  point  where  it  would  be 
acceptable  to  the  Government  if 
better  proposals  were  not  submitted, 
when,  in  fact,  such  better  proposals 
have  been  received.  For  this  reason,  it 
is  not  proper  to  establish  eligibility  on 
the  basis  of  a  predetermined  passing 
grade.  Instead,  the  rating  actually 
achieved  and  the  assessed  strengths 
and  weaknesses 'must  be  the  basis  for 
establishing  the  competitive  range. 

d.  When  proposals  are  determined 
not  to  be  in  the  competitive  range, 
they  should  be  eliminated  from  fur¬ 
ther  evaluation  and  the  proposers 
promptly  notified  in  writing  by  the 
SEB  Chairperson.  Such  notification 
shall  include  a  brief  statement  of  the 
board’s  rationale.  The  report  and  pres¬ 
entation  to  the  source  selection  offi¬ 
cial  requires  that  each  proposal  re¬ 
ceived  be  commented  on  by  the  board; 
therefore,  detailed  documentation  of 
the  reasons  for  eliminating  any  pro¬ 
posal  from  consideraiton  will  be  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  board  as  its  evaluation 
proceeds. 

406.  Verification  of  Offeror’s  Experi¬ 
ence . 

a.  The  source  evaluation  process  not 
only  contemplates  a  thorough  apprais¬ 
al  of  prospective  contractors’  propos¬ 
als  but  also  requires  consideration  of 
other  information  bearing  on  the 
probability  of  quality  and  timely  per¬ 
formance,  the  logic  of  the  proposed 
plan  of  execution,  the  realism  of  esti¬ 
mated  costs  and  the  responsibility  and 
cost-consciousness  of  the  offeror’s 
management.  Past  performance  may 
indicate  what  an  organization  may  do 
if  awarded  a  contract.  The  board  will 
therefore  verify  for  offers  in  the  com¬ 
petitive  range  such  matters  as: 

Management  and  technical  capability  of 

personnel. 

Availability  of  existing  facilities  (both  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  and  contractor-owned). 
Adequacy  of  the  offeror’s  accounting  prac¬ 
tices  and  cost  controls. 


Offeror 

Technical 

Score 

Bus/mgt  rating 

Offeror  s  proposed  cost 

Probable  cost 

A 

923 

.  $3.8  Mil . . . _ . 

.  $4.7  Mil. 

B 

870 

830 

2.3  Mil . 

.  2.8  MU. 

c 

.  2.9  Mil . 

.  3.1  MIL 
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Offeror’s  record  in  forecasting  and  meeting 

program  schedules,  and 
Offeror’s  record  of  performance  on  DOE  or 

other  projects. 

b.  Pre-award  surveys,  facility  capa¬ 
bility  reports,  procurement  system  re¬ 
views  and  audit  reports  which  bear  on 
an  offeror’s  performance  and  capabili¬ 
ties  may  be  available  from  other  Gov¬ 
ernment  offices. 

c.  In  checking  an  offeror’s  capabili¬ 
ties,  experience  and  record  of  perform¬ 
ance,  the  checks  should  be  directed 
toward  comparable  and  related  pro¬ 
jects,  e.g.,  facilities  used,  type,  scope 
and  complexity  of  work  to  be  per¬ 
formed,  organizational  entities  in¬ 
volved  and  personnel  requirements. 
Generally  the  chairperson  of  the  busi¬ 
ness/management  committee  will  be 
responsible  for  obtaining  such  histori¬ 
cal  and  experience  data  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  satisfy  the  board  as  to  an  of¬ 
feror’s  capability  and  record  of  per¬ 
formance. 

d.  Board  records  will  reflect  the  in¬ 
formation  considered  and  the 
source(s)  from  which  obtained,  togeth¬ 
er  with  any  explanations  or  corrective 
actions  indicated  by  offerors  whose 
previous  performance  had  been  criti¬ 
cized.  In  addition,  the  board  should 
also  check  on  the  offeror’s  equal  em¬ 
ployment  opportunity  program  and 
small  business  and  minority  business 
programs.  Comments  shoud  be  ob¬ 
tained  in  regard  to  compliance  with 
existing  Government  requirements  in 
these  areas  and  plans  for  the  future  if 
they  are  selected  for  the  procurement. 

e.  Information  relating  to  each  offer¬ 
or’s  financial  capabilities  covering  fi¬ 
nancing  arrangements,  balance  sheet, 
profit  and  loss  experience,  cash  flow, 
etc.,  and  performance  should  be  ob¬ 
tained,  evaluated  and  commented  on. 
Information  relating  to  the  areas  cov¬ 
ered  on  the  Pact  Sheet  (Appendix  #6) 
should  also  be  obtained  and  a  separate 
Pact  Sheet  should  be  prepared  on 
each  offeror  in  the  competitive  range. 

407.  Visits  to  Offerors’  Facilities 

a.  Inspections  at  the  facilities  of 
competing  offerors  may  be  a  valuable 
part  of  the  board’s  evaluation  process 
and  could  be  conducted  at  the  same 
time  as  the  written  and/or  oral  discus¬ 
sions.  For  instance,  in  procurements 
wh§re  significant  experimental  re¬ 
search,  development  testing,  fabrica¬ 
tion  or  other  work  (the  quality  of 
which  may  be  affected  by  an  offeror’s 
plant  or  facilities)  is  to  be  performed, 
a  complete  evaluation  normally  would 
require  an  on-site  visit  by  the  board. 
For  other  procurements,  such  certain 
service-type  contracts,  facility  inspec¬ 
tions  may  serve  no  useful  purpose. 

b.  Actual  visits  to  the  facilities  of 
competing  offerors  should  be  made 
prior  to  completion  of  the  board’s 
work  unless  it  is  determined  by  the 


chairperson,  in  consultation  with  the 
board  members,  that  such  visits  would 
not  help  the  board  determine  the  rela¬ 
tive  capabilities  of  the  competitors. 

c.  Preliminary  planning  is  essential 
to  effective  facility  visits.  The  board 
must  decide  what  it  wants  to  see  and 
discuss,  and  with  whom,  keeping  in 
mind  that  each  offeror  is  to  receive 
equal  treatment  and  the  opportunity 
to  demonstrate  its  capability,  capacity 
and  interest.  To  make  the  visits  more 
productive,  selected  questions  and  a 
tentative  agenda  should  be  provided  in 
advance  to  each  offeror  being  visited. 
In  addition,  arrangements  conducive 
to  the  accomplishment  of  the  visit’s 
purposes  must  be  made  prior  to  the 
visit.  While  courtesy  requires  that  an 
offeror  be  permitted  appropriate  wel¬ 
coming  and  general  remarks,  steps 
should  be  taken  to  avoid  elaborate  pre¬ 
sentations  and  briefings;  these  use  up 
valuable  time.  Information  and  im¬ 
pressions  gained  during  facility  inspec¬ 
tion  should  be  reflected  in  the  ulti¬ 
mate  evaluation  by  the  board.  Asking 
similar  questions  of  all  offerors  per¬ 
mits  a  ready  basis  of  comparison.  The 
size  of  the  group  should  be  kept  small. 
A  full  day  for  visiting  each  offeror  or¬ 
dinarily  will  permit  adequate  and 
equal  opportunity  for  discussions. 

408.  Written  and/or  Oral  Discussions 

a.  The  board  will  conduct  written 
and/or  oral  discussions  with  all  offer¬ 
ors  whose  proposals  are  in  the  compet¬ 
itive  range.  The  extent  of  discussions 
will  depend  on  the  circumstances  of 
the  procurement  and  the  proposals 
submitted.  The  board  should  be  care¬ 
ful  in  its  written  and/or  oral  discus¬ 
sions  to  avoid  technical  transfusion  or 
technical  leveling  between  offerors. 
Discussions  should  be  sufficiently 
probing  and  detailed  to  assure  the 
board's  understanding  of  the  proposal. 
SEB  members  should  employ  oral  dis¬ 
cussions  as  a  means  of  evaluating  the 
abilities  of  personnel  proposed  by  the 
offeror  and  their  comprehensions  of 
the  offeror’s  proposal. 

The  aims  of  such  discussions  are  to: 

Assess  the  project  team  to  be  assigned  to 
the  project  and  other  key  personnel. 
Review,  with  the  offeror  and  with  cognizant 
Government  personnel,  experience  on  re¬ 
lated  projects,  particularly  to  permit  the 
offeror  to  explain  any  adverse  aspects  of 
its  performance  record  and  any  remedial 
action  taken. 

Clarify  any  aspects  of  the  proposal. 

Gauge  the  degree  of  capacity  and  interest  to 
undertake  the  project  in  light  of  other 
work  planned  or  in  process. 

b.  Research,  Development,  Demonstra¬ 
tion,  Operating  and  Management 
Contracts 

I.  For  research,  development,  dem¬ 
onstration.  operating  and  management 
contracts  the  discussions  are  intended 
to  assist  the  SEB:  In  understanding 


fully  the  proposals  and  their  strengths 
and  weaknesses  based  upon  the  indi¬ 
vidual  efforts  of  each  proposer;  in  as¬ 
suring  that  the  meanings  and  points 
of  emphasis  of  RFP  provisions  have 
been  adequately  conveyed  to  the  offer¬ 
ors  so  that  all  are  competing  equally 
on  the  basis  intended  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment;  in  evaluating  the  personnel  pro¬ 
posed  by  each  firm;  and  in  presenting 
a  report  to  the  selection  official  that 
makes  the  differences  among  propos¬ 
als  clear  and  visible. 

2.  In  all  research,  development,  dem¬ 
onstration.  operating  and  management 
contracts,  the  board  shall  point  out  as¬ 
pects  of  the  proposal  which  are  not 
clear,  or  which  are  not  substantiated. 

3.  However,,  where  the  meaning  of  a 
proposal  is  clear  and  the  proposal  con¬ 
tains  a  weakness  which  is  inherent  in 
an  offeror’s  management,  engineering 
or  scientific  judgment,  or  is  the  result 
of  its  own  lack  of  competence  or  inven¬ 
tiveness  in  preparing  its  proposal,  the 
board  shall  not  point  out  that  weak¬ 
ness,  unless  this  can  be  done  without 
risk  of  technical  transfusion  or  the  di- 
vilgence  of  other  offerors  proprietary 
concepts.  Discussions  are  useful  in  as¬ 
certaining  the  presence  or  absence  of 
strengths  and  weakenesses.  Under¬ 
standing  of  the  meaning  and  validity 
of  the  proposed  approaches,  solutions 
and  cost  estimates  is  essential  to  a 
sound  selection.  Offerors  should  not 
be  informed  of  the  relative  strengths 
or  weaknesses  of  their  proposals  in  re¬ 
lation  to  those  of  other  proposers.  In 
the  course  of  discussions.  Government 
participants  should  be  careful  not  to 
transmit  information  which  could  give 
leads  to  one  proposer  as  to  how  its 
proposal  may  be  improved  or  which 
could  reveal  a  competitor’s  ideas. 

4.  The  foregoing  guidelines  are  not 
all-inclusive;  careful  Judgment  must  be 
exercised  in  the  light  of  all  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  of  each  procurement  to 
promote  the  most  advantageous  selec¬ 
tion  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  while  at  the  same  time  main¬ 
taining  the  fainness  of  the  competitive 
process. 

c.  Contracts  other  than  Research,  De¬ 
velopment,  Demonstration,  Operating 
and  Management— 

1.  For  other  than  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  demonstration,  operating  and 
management,  contracts  the  specifica¬ 
tions  ordinarily  describe  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  requirements  with  more  par¬ 
ticularity  than  is  possible  in  research, 
development,  demonstration,  operat¬ 
ing  and  management  contracts  and 
therefor  less  emphasis  is  placed  on  an 
offeror’s  introduction  of  scientific,  en¬ 
gineering  and  management  innova¬ 
tions.  For  these  types  of  procurements 
the  board  will  conduct  discussions  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
above  paragraphs  except  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  difference. 
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2.  The  board,  in  written  or  oral  dis¬ 
cussions,  shall  point  out  instances  in 
which  aspects  of  a  proposal  contains  a 
weakness  in  relation  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  requirements.  But.  as  provided 
above,  the  board  shall  neither  point 
out  the  relative  strengths  or  weakness¬ 
es  of  a  proposal  in  relation  to  those  of 
other  proposers,  nor  transmit  informa¬ 
tion  which  could  give  leads  to  one  pro¬ 
poser  as  to  how  its  proposal  may  be 
improved  or  which  could  reveal  a  com¬ 
petitor’s  ideas. 

d.  Cost  Information— The  board 
shall  point  out  cost  or  price  elements 
that  do  not  appear  justified  and  en¬ 
courage  offerors  to  submit  their  most 
favorable  cost  proposals.  Care  must  be 
exercised  not  to  disclose  to  any  offeror 
its  relative  position  with  respect  to 
others  in  competition. 

e.  Documentation— Written  reports 
will  be  made  of  the  areas  covered 
during  written  and/or  oral  discussions. 

f.  Common  Cutoff  Date— Each  of¬ 
feror  shall  be  given  a  reasonable  op¬ 
portunity,  with  a  common  cutoff  date 
for  all,  to  support  and  clarify  its  pro¬ 
posal.  An  offeror  may,  on  its  own  ini¬ 
tiative,  revise  its  proposal  and  make 
corrections  or  improvements  until  the 
established  cutoff  date. 

g.  Discussions  vs.  Negotiations— Dis¬ 
cussions  normally  refer  to  those  com- 
munciations  between  the  Government 
and  the  offerors  which  serve,  up  to 
the  point  of  source  selection,  to  point 
out  ambiguities,  uncertainties  and, 
where  appropriate,  weaknesses  in  pro¬ 
posals.  (When  the  source  selection  of¬ 
ficial  has  directed  additional  discus¬ 
sions  leading  to  best  and  final  offers  in 
the  form  of  fully  definitized  contrac¬ 
tual  instruments,  discussions  shall  be 
as  provided  in  Section  603.)  The  term 
“negotiations"  normally  refers  to  the 
process  of  definitizing  a  final  agree¬ 
ment  on  price,  terms  and  conditions 
with  a  selected  firm,  although  no 
factor  which  could  have  had  any 
effect  on  the  selection  process  may  be 
changed.  Negotiations  with  a  selected 
firm  necessarily  take  place  following 
the  common  cutoff  date  imposed  for 
formal  proposal  revisions  during  the 
discussions  phase.  Negotiations,  in  this 
sense,  are  not  subject  to  an  imposed 
common  cutoff  date  although  the 
Government  may  impose  deadlines 
during  the  negotiation  process. 

409.  Comparison  of  Proposals  in  Com¬ 
petitive  Range 

•  Following  the  common  cutoff  date 
for  receipt  of  any  clarification,  sup¬ 
port  or  revised  proposals,  the  board 
will  continue  its  evaluation.  Depend¬ 
ing  on  the  nature  of  information  re¬ 
ceived,  the  chairperson  may  reconvene 
the  committees  to  perform  additional 
evaluation  of  their  respective  areas  in 
the  light  of  new  information  received. 


a.  In  its  evaluation,  the  board  should 
give  careful  consideration  to  informa¬ 
tion  received  relating  to  offeror’s  expe¬ 
rience,  financial  capabilities,  equal  em- 
playment  opportunity  programs,  and 
small  business  and  minority  business 
programs. 

b.  The  tentative  strengths  and  weak¬ 
nesses  developed  on  those  offers  in  the 
competitive  range  should  be  reviewed 
in  detail  and  modified  as  appropriate 
based  upon  all  information  now  availa¬ 
ble  to  the  board.  The  rationale  for  any 
changes  to  the  tentative  strengths  and 
weaknesses  should  be  ,  clearly  docu¬ 
mented.  After  full  discussion  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  final  strengths  and 
weaknesses,  each  voting  board 
member  should  prepare  a  final  rating 
sheet  for  each  offeror  in  the  competi¬ 
tive  range. 

410.  Final  Ranking  of  Proposal 

The  final  evaluation  is  to  arrive  at 
findings  and  conclusions  which  will 
permit  the  source  selection  official  to 
select  the  particular  proposal  which 
offers  the  best  promise  of  achieving 
the  procurement  objectives.  After  de¬ 
termining  the  board  ratings  and  or 
rankings  based  on  the  technical  and 
business/management  evaluation  cri¬ 
teria,  the  board  will  reevaluate  the 
price/cost  information  submitted  and 
develop  the  probable  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  each  offer  in  the  competi¬ 
tive  range. 

Chapter  V— SEB  Report 
501.  Preparation  of  SEB  Report 

a.  The  board  will  prepare  a  report  of 
its  findings  and  conclusions.  These 
findings  and  conclusions  shall  set 
forth  the  consensus  of  the  board  and 
composite  ratings,  depending  on  the 
rating  system  used.  The  report  should 
discuss  the  proposals  in  the  descend¬ 
ing  order  of  competitive  ranking.  All 
members  will  sign  the  report  as  confir¬ 
mation  that  it  represents  their  collec¬ 
tive  opinion.  All  reports  will  be  serially 
numbered  and  controlled  by  the  secre¬ 
tary  of  the  board. 

b.  If  any  board  member  has  serious 
reservations  concerning  any  part  of  a 
proposal  these  will  be  discussed  in 
detail  and  considered  by  the  board  for 
possible  adjustment  of  the  rating  and 
ranking.  If  the  differences  cannot  be 
resolved  and  the  deficiency,  if  existing, 
could  be  considered  critical  to  the 
effort,  the  member’s  position  will  be 
made  an  annex  to  the  board  report. 

c.  In  extraordinary  circumstances, 
should  it  become  apparent  to  the  SEB 
that  adherence  to  the  established  cri¬ 
teria,  weights  or  rating  plan  will  result 
in  substantial  error  in  ranking  the  pro¬ 
posals,  the  board  will  report  this  to 
the  SSO  thru  the  SEB  Secretariat  for 
direction. 


502.  SEB  Report  Outline 

This  section  provides  guidance  on 
the  format  and  content  of  the  SEB 
report  to  the  source  selection  official. 
This  guidance  is  appropriate  for  most 
procurements.  If  a  specific  procure¬ 
ment  has  peculiarities  which  cause  the 
proposed  format  to  be  impractical,  the 
chairperson  may  alter  it.  The  depth  of 
detail  and  the  use  of  schedules  or 
other  information  is  governed  by  the 
nature  and  scope  of  the  subject  being 
presented. 

The  SEB  report  will  contain  a  title 
page  (Appendix  No.  7),  a  foreword 
page  (Appendix  No.  8)  and  a  table  of 
contents,  including  page  numbers,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  SEB  Report  Outline 
that  follows. 

SEB  REPORT  OUTLINE 

A.  EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

1.  Description  of  Procurement  and 
RFP—  Briefly  describe  the  work  or 
services  being  procured,  the  qualifica¬ 
tion  criteria,  evaluation  criteria  and 
price/cost  considerations. 

2.  Proposals  Received— Indicate 
number  of  organizations  that  were 
sent  an  RFP  and  list  in  alphabetical 
order  each  of  the  organizations  that 
submitted  a  proposal.  . 

3.  Determination  of  Competitive 
Range— Indicate  rationale  followed  by 
the  board  in  determining  the  competi¬ 
tive  range.  List  the  offerors  by  techni¬ 
cal  and  business/management  rank¬ 
ing,  indicating  ratings  and  price/cost 
considerations  in  relation  to  each  pro¬ 
posal. 

4.  Final  Ranking— Indicate  major 
reasons  for  final  technical  and  busi¬ 
ness/management  rankings.  Include 
the  final  technical  and  business/man¬ 
agement  ratings  and  price/cost  consid¬ 
erations  in  relation  to  each  proposal. 

5.  Special  Considerations— Include 
any  areas  that  would  be  of  special  in¬ 
terest  to  the  source  selection  official, - 
i.e.,  significant  objections  or  com¬ 
plaints  received  during  SEB  process, 
time  constraints  on  contract  award, 
potential  organizational  conflicts  of 
interest,  determinations  to  be  made  by 
the  SSO,  legislative  Authorizations, 
etc. 

B.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  WORK 
OR  SERVICES 

1.  The  Procurement— Provide  a  nar¬ 
rative  description  of  the  work  or  serv¬ 
ices  being  procured  together  with  the 
objectives.  Explain  any  procurement 
history  and  follow-on  effort  which  has 
been  programmed  or  for  which  pro¬ 
gram  approval  is  to  be  requested.  De¬ 
scribe  relationship  with  other  efforts 
in  process  or  planned.  Explain  any 
particular  technical  complexities 
which  had  an  important  effect  on  the 
solicitation  of  sources  or  the  evalua¬ 
tion  of  proposals. 

2.  Program  Approval— Identify  the 
approval  document  which  authorized 
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the  procurement,  showing  title  and 
numerical  identification,  date  ap¬ 
proved  and  title  of  approving  official. 

3.  Funding— State  the  funding  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  effort  as  follows: 

a.  Total  Government  estimated  amount  of 

the  contract.  > 

b.  Estimated  amount  to  be  initially  obligat¬ 
ed  in  the  contract. 

c.  Estimated  cost  of  follow-on  effort  to  be 
procured  under  a  separate  contract. 

d.  Specific  appropriations,  if  applicable. 

Procurement  Approach— Discuss  any 
special  procurement  considerations 
which  applied  to  the  procurement. 
Give  reasons  for  proposed  contract 
type. 

C.  BOARD  MEMBERSHIP  AND 
CHRONOLOGY 

1.  Board  Membership— Provide  the 
name,  functional  title  and  organiza¬ 
tional  assignment  of  the  chairperson, 
members,  secretary,  legal  member 
(nonvoting),  ex-officio  members  and 
any  committee  members  and  advisors 
used  by  the  board. 

2.  Chronology— Provide  a  chronology 
of  major  events  connected  with  the 
source  evaluation,  such  as: 

a.  Date  of  establishment  of  board  by  selec¬ 
tion  official. 

b.  Date  or  dates  the  board  approved  the 
evaluation  criteria,  criteria  definitions, 
weights,  source  list  and  RFP. 

c.  Date  RFP  was  issued. 

d.  Date  and  place  of  preproposal  conference. 

e.  Closing  date  for  submission  of  original 
proposals. 

f.  Date  of  beginning  of  proposal  evaluation 
by  the  board. 

g.  Date  or  dates  and  disposition  of  any  late 
proposals  or  late  modifications  received. 

h.  Date  of  initial  rating  of  proposals. 

L  Date  of  determination  of  competitive 
range. 

J.  Date  or  dates  of  verification  of  offerors’ 
experience  and  record  of  past  perform¬ 
ance. 

k.  Date  or  dates  and  place  of  discussions 
with  offerors. 

L  Common  cutoff  date  for  receipt  of  any 
clarification,  support  or  revised  proposals. 

m.  Date  board  completed  its  evaluation  and 
arrived  at  final  rating  of  proposals. 

n.  Date  of  completion  of  SEB  report. 

D.  REQUEST  FOR  PROPOSALS 

1.  Qualification  Criteria— State  the 
specific  qualification  criteria  included 
in  the  RFP  and  explain  why  each  was 
necessary. 

2.  Evaluation  Criteria— State  the 
technical  and  business/management 
evaluation  criteria,  their  definitions 
and  the  relative  importance  of  each. 
Explain  the  rationale  for  the  relative 
importance  assigned  to  each  evalua¬ 
tion  criterion.  Set  forth  excerpts  from 
the  RFP  which  describe  the  evalua¬ 
tion  criteria  and  their  relative  impor¬ 
tance. 

3.  Price  and  Cost  Considerations— 
Include  excerpts  from  the  RFP  deal¬ 
ing  with  price  and  cost  factors  and  any 
cost  sharing  arrangements.  Indicate 
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relative  imortance  of  cost  in  the  evalu¬ 
ation. 

4.  Amendments  to  RFP— Describe 
each  amendment  to  the  RFP  and  the 
reasons  therefore. 

5.  Development  of  Source  List— Indi¬ 
cate  the  methodology  and  rationale 
used  in  the  development  of  the  source 
list.  Include  the  date  of  the  CBD  an¬ 
nouncement  and  the  total  number  of 
firms  that  were  sent  an  RFP. 

6.  Preproposal  Conference— State  the 
date  and  place  held  and  number  of  or¬ 
ganizations  represented. 

7.  Organizational  Conflicts  of  Inter¬ 
est—  If  the  RFP  included  coverage  of 
organizational  conflicts  of  interest 
matters,  so  state. 

E.  EVALUATION  PROCESS 

1.  Proposals  Received— List  in  alpha¬ 
betical  order  the  offerors  submitting 
proposals  indicating  the  name  and  ad¬ 
dress  of  each  offeror  and  major  sub¬ 
contractors. 

2.  Methodology  Used  to  Evaluate 
Proposals— Describe  the  methodology 
used  by  the  board  to  evaluate  propos¬ 
als  indicating  the  role  of  the  board 
members,  committees,  and  advisors, 
and  any  other  individuals  or  organiza¬ 
tions  that  participated  in  the  evalua¬ 
tion  process.  Describe  the  rating  plan 
and  techniques  used  by  the  board  in 
relation  to  the  evaluation  criteria. 

3.  Basis  for  Elimination  of  Proposals 
Before  Initial  Ratings— Indicate  the 
reasons  for  elimination  of  any  propos¬ 
als  before  the  initial  ratings  such  as 
late  proposals,  proposals  not  meeting 
the  qualification  criteria,  totally  unac¬ 
ceptable  proposals,  etc. 

4.  Description  of  Technical  Aspects 
of  Proposals— Briefly  describe  the 
technical  aspects  of  each  proposal  still 
in  the  competition. 

5.  Initial  Ranking  of  Proposals— De¬ 
scribe  the  approach  used  in  arriving  at 
the  initial  technical  and  business/ 
management  ratings  and  rankings  in¬ 
dicating  the  rating  and  major 
strengths  and  weaknesses  identified  at 
this  stage  of  the  process  for  each  of¬ 
feror  in  descending  order  of  competi¬ 
tive  ranking.  In  addition,  describe  the 
evaluation  of  price  and  cost  informa¬ 
tion. 

6.  Determination  of  Competitive 
Range— Describe  the  rationale  used  to 
determine  the  competitive  range.  Indi¬ 
cate  the  consideration  given  to 
strengths  and  weaknesses,  potential 
for  improving  the  competitive  position 
of  proposals  by  written  and/or  oral 
discussions,  technical  and  business/ 
management  ratings  and  price/cost  in¬ 
formation.  Also  provide  the  basis  for 
not  including  proposals  in  the  compet¬ 
itive  range  especially  at  the  break 
point  (in  the  competitive  range  vis-a- 
vis  outside  the  competitive  range). 

7.  Verification  of  Offeror's  Experi¬ 
ence—  For  each  offeror  in  the  competi¬ 


tive  range,  describe  method  used  to 
verify  experience  and  record  of  per¬ 
formance  and  results  of  such  verifica¬ 
tion.  Provide  comments  in  regard  to 
technical,  schedule  and  cost  perform¬ 
ance  on  major  contracts  performed  for 
the  Government. 

8.  Changes  to  Initial  Ranking  of  Pro¬ 
posals— Indicate  the  rationale  for  any 
changes  to  the  technical  or  business/ 
management  ratings  and  rankings  or 
price/cost  considerations  as  a  result  of 
written/oral  discussions,  clarification 
and  support,  revisions,  etc.  Provide  a 
summary  of  the  primary  points  cov¬ 
ered  during  written  and/or  oral  discus¬ 
sions. 

9.  Final  Ranking  of  Proposals— Pro¬ 
vide  the  final  board  technical  and 
business/management  ratings  and  or 
rankings  in  the  descending  order  of 
competitive  ranking  and  major  price 
and  cost  considerations  in  regard  to 
each  proposal  in  the  competitive 
range.  Indicate  the  relative  rankings 
by  technical  and  business/manage¬ 
ment  criteria.  In  addition,  provide  in 
summary  form  the  significant  differ¬ 
ences  among  proposals. 

10.  Description  of  Final  Revised  Pro¬ 
posals  in  Competitive  Range— Provide 
in  narrative  form  in  the  descending 
order  of  competitive  ranking: 

a.  An  expanded  description  of  the 
technical  and  business/management 
aspects  of  each  final  revised  proposal 
in  the  competitive  range  in  order  to 
present  an  overview  and  understand¬ 
ing  of  each  proposers  approach. 

b.  The  major  strengths  and  weak¬ 
nesses  for  each  offeror  in  the  competi¬ 
tive  range  relating  each  strength  or 
weakness  to  the  appropriate  criterion. 
Estimate  the  potential  for  correction 
of  the  major  weaknesses  identified. 
State  the  board’s  estimate  of  any  sig¬ 
nificant  change  in  price/cost  that 
would  result  from  the  correction  of 
weaknesses  during  negotiations  after 
selection. 

c.  Each  offeror’s  estimated  price/ 
cost  in  the  traditional  breakdown  (ma¬ 
terial,  labor,  overhead,  general  and  ad¬ 
ministrative,  fee,  etc.)  and  provide  the 
board’s  evaluation  of  each  final  re¬ 
vised  proposal  in  the  competitive 
range.  Comment  on  the  validity  of  the 
proposed  price  and  cost,  describe  the 
differences  among  offerors,  the  prob¬ 
able  price  and  cost  to  the  Government 
of  each  proposal  and  the  probable  cost 
differences  among  offerors  and  their 
causes. 

11.  Limited  Cost  Considerations— In 
those  procurements  where  only  limit¬ 
ed  cost  information  is  requested  due  to 
the  nature  of  the  procurement,  e.g., 
operating  contracts,  the  report  should 
describe  the  cost  information  request¬ 
ed  and  obtained.  This  description 
should  comment,  as  appropriate,  on 
the  validity  of  the  proposed  cost,  the 
differences  among  offerors,  the  prob- 
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able  cost  to  the  Government  of  each 
proposal  and  the  probable  cost  differ¬ 
ences  among  offerors  and  their  causes. 
Comments  should  also  be  provided  in 
regard  to  the  importance  of  this  area 
in  the  evaluation  process  as  stated  in 
the  RFP. 

12.  Objections  or  Complaints  Re¬ 
ceived—  Describe  in  detail  any  objec¬ 
tions  or  complaints  received  during 
the  SEB  process,  e.g.,  RFP,  proposal 
due  date,  cutoff  date  for  clarification, 
possible  or  actual  protests,  etc.  De¬ 
scribe  any  procedural  irregularities  or 
special  problems  faced  by  the  board. 

13.  Organizational  Conflicts  of  In¬ 
terest—  If  the  RFP  included  coverage 
of  organizational  conflicts  of  interest 
matters,  describe  the  manner  in  which 
the  Board  discharged  its  responsibil¬ 
ities  and  discuss  any  relevant  informa¬ 
tion  obtained. 

F.  ADDITIONAL  CONSIDER¬ 
ATIONS  FOR  OFFERORS  IN  COM¬ 
PETITIVE  RANGE 

1.  Offerors  Financial  Capabilities— 
Provide  information  to  reflect  the  of¬ 
ferors’  financial  capabilities  as  needed 
to  perform  under  the  proposed  con¬ 
tract,  e.g.,  describe  financing  arrange¬ 
ments,  comment  on  offerors’  balance 
sheet,  profit  and  loss  experience,  cash 
flow,  etc. 

2.  Offerors’  EEO,  Small  Business  and 
Minority  Business  Programs— Provide 
comments  in  regard  to  each  of  the 
above  areas  based  upon  information 
received  in  proposals  and  from  other 
sources. 

3.  Special  Areas  of  Concern— Provide 
any  information  that  is  of  special  con¬ 
cern  or  may  be  helpful  to  the  source 
selection  official,  e.g.,  organizational 
conflict  of  interest. 

G.  ATTACHMENTS 

1.  Fact  sheet  on  each  offeror  in  the 
competitive  range. 

2.  Briefing  charts. 

Chapter  VI— Presentation  to  Source 
Selection  Official 

601.  Suggested  Briefing  Charts 

This  section  prescribes  the  require¬ 
ments  and  procedures  for  the  board’s 
presentation  to  the  source  selection  of¬ 
ficial.  While  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  are  directed  specifically  to  the 
board  presentation  to  members  of  the 
Office  of  The  Secretary,  when  they 
act  as  the  source  selection  official,  the 
basic  requirements  and  responsbilities 
apply  to  all  source  evaluation  board 
presentations. 

The  chairperson  of  the  board  is  re¬ 
sponsible  for  conducting  the  presenta¬ 
tion  to  the  source  selection  official.  It 
is  the  chairperson’s  function  to  convey 


the  results  of  the  boards  deliberations 
in  a  manner  calculated  to  permit  an 
informed  and  objective  selection  of 
the  best  source  for  the  particular  pro¬ 
curement.  The  presentation  should  in¬ 
clude  vu-graph  transparencies  cover¬ 
ing  the  following  areas: 

Overview  of  Presentation— Briefly 
state  those  areas  to  be  covered  during 
the  presentation  and  the  decision  or 
decisions  to  be  made. 

Board  Membership— Provide  name, 
functional  title,  and  organizational  as¬ 
signment  of  the  chairperson,  mem¬ 
bers,  secretary,  legal  member  (non 
voting),  and  ex-officio  members. 

Description  of  Procurement— Briefly 
describe  the  work  or  services  to  be  pro¬ 
cured,  and  its  relationship  to  the  total 
project.  Indicate  type  of  contract  con¬ 
templated,  period  and  estimated 
amount.  Indicate  funding  status  by 
fiscal  year. 

Chronology  of  Major  Events— Pro¬ 
vide  a  chronology  of  the  major  events 
of  the  source  evaluation  board's  activi¬ 
ties. 

Qualification  Criteria— State  the 
specific  qualification  criteria  included 
in  RFP  and  explain  why  each  was  nec¬ 
essary. 

Evaluation  Criteria— State  the  tech¬ 
nical  and  business/management  crite¬ 
ria  included  in  RFP,  their  definitions 
and  their  relative  importance. 

Price  and  Cost  Considerations— 
State  the  importance  of  price  and  cost 
in  the  evaluation  and  coverage  includ¬ 
ed  in  RFP. 

Proposals  Received— Indicate  total 
number  of  RFPs  issued  and  list  in  al¬ 
phabetical  order  each  of  the  firms  sub¬ 
mitting  a  proposal. 

Proposals  Eliminated  before  Initial 
Rating— Indicate  rationale  for  elimina¬ 
tion  of  each  proposal  before  the  initial 
board  rating. 

Initial  Ranking— List  the  offerors 
remaining  in  the  competition  in  de¬ 
scending  order  of  competitive  ranking 
indicating:  name  of  offeror,  technical 
rating,  business/management  rating, 
proposed  cost  and  probable  cost. 

Proposals  Eliminated  from  the  Com¬ 
petitive  Range— Indicate  rationale  for 
elimination  of  each  proposal  from  the 
competitive  range. 

Determination  of  Competitive 
Range— list  the  offerors  in  the  com¬ 


petitive  range  in  descending  order  of 
competitive  ranking  indicating:  name 
of  offeror,  technical  rating,  business/ 
mangement  rating  and  proposed  and 
probable  cost.  Describe  rationale  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  board  in  determining  the 
competitive  range  especially  at  the 
break  point. 

Changes  Due  to  Written/Oral  Dis¬ 
cussions,  Revisions  etc.— List  the  of¬ 
ferors  in  the  competitive  range  in  de¬ 
scending  order  of  competitive  ranking 
indicating:  Name  of  offeror,  major  rea¬ 
sons  for  changes  to  the  initial  rating 
and  ranking. 

Final  Ranking—  List  the  offerors  in 
the  competitive  range  in  descending 
order  of  competitive  ranking  indicat¬ 
ing:  name  of  offeror,  technical  rating, 
business/management  rating  and  pro¬ 
posed  cost  and  probable  cost. 

Decription  .of  Each  Proposal  in  the 
Competitive  Range— Describe  the 
technical  and  business/management 
aspects  of  each  proposal  in  the  com¬ 
petitive  range  in  order  to  present  an 
overview  and  understanding  of  each 
proposers  approach.  Use  graphics  of 
the  proposed  design,  management,  or 
organization  and  other  matters  which 
are  effectively  conveyed  in  that 
manner. 

Strengths  and  Weaknesses— In  de¬ 
scending  order  of  the  offeror’s  overall 
technical  ranking,  indicate  criterion  by 
criterion,  the  major  strengths  and 
weaknesses  of  each  offeror  in  the  com¬ 
petitive  range.  Indicate  the  estimated 
cost  of  correcting  weaknesses  that 
could  have  a  signficant  cost  impact. 

Limited  Cost  Considerations— in 
those  cases  where  only  limited  cost  in¬ 
formation  is  obtained,  describe  infor¬ 
mation  obtained  and  its  significance  in 
the  evaluation. 

Organizational  Conflicts  of  Inter¬ 
est— Whenever  offerors  are  required  to 
disclose  information  relating  to  orga¬ 
nizational  conflicts  of  interest  provide 
the  results  of  these  disclosures  and 
other  pertinent  information.  Indicate 
any  problems  relating  to  conflicts  of 
interest. 

Summary— Highlight  reasons  for 
rankings  of  offerors.  Describe  roles  of 
offerors— management  team,  associate 
contractors,  major  subcontractors,  etc. 


Summary  Table 


Proposal 


Initial  Tech. 
Score 


Pinal  Tech. 
Score 


Bus/Mgt 

Rating 


Proposed  Cost  Probable  Cost 


Ind.  Cost 
Estimate 
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Future  Actions— Indicate  any  special 
areas  that  may  be  of  Interest  to  the 
source  selection  official,  the  negotia¬ 
tion  team,  expected  award  date,  etc. 

602.  Arrangements  for  Presentations 

a.  Normally,  the  oral  presentation  to 
the ‘selection  official  will  be  preceded 
by  a  preliminary  presentation  to  the 
cognizant  program  official  one  level 
below  the  SSO  and  to  the  Director. 
Procurement  and  Contracts  Manage¬ 
ment  Directorate  and  the  Assistant 
General  Counsel  for  Procurement. 
The  SEB  Secretariat  will  make  the 
necessary  arrangements  for  these  pre¬ 
sentations  and  authorize  admission  to 
the  presentation.  The  presentations 
will  be  composed  of  two  basic  parts,  a 
written  board  report  and  oral  briefing 
supported  by  pertinent  graphic  or  il¬ 
lustrative  material.  The  Director,  Pro¬ 
curement  and  Contracts  Management 
Directorate  will  assure  that  the  pres¬ 
entation  is  arranged  and  conducted  in 
a  business  like  manner,  is  complete 
and  informative  and  the  supporting 
data  to  be  presented  is  kept  to  the 
minimum  necessary  for  a  final'  deci¬ 
sion.  To  assist  in  this  responsibility 
the  SEB  Secretariat  will  work  with  the 
chairperson  of  the  board  in  reviewing 
the  draft  final  report  and  briefing 
prior  to  the  preliminary  presentation. 
As  a  result  of  the  preliminary  presen¬ 
tation,  the  board  may  be  directed  to 
reconvene  to  pursue  procedural  omis¬ 
sions  or  to  revise  the  method  of  pres¬ 
entation;  however,  it  may  not  be  di¬ 
rected  to  change  the  criteria,  weights 
or  rating  plan  used  or  change  the  pro¬ 
posal  ratings  or  rankings. 

b.  The  SEB  Secretariat  shall  deter¬ 
mine  when  the  board  findings  and 
conclusions  are  to  be  presented  to  the 
selection  official,  arrange  the  time  and 
place  of  presentation,  determine  after 
recommendation  by  the  chairperson, 
who  will  attend  the  final  presentation, 
arid  assure  that  all  appropriate  DOE 
officials  involved  in  a  particular  pro¬ 
curement  are  formally  requested  to 
attend  the  presentation.  The  board 
chairperson  will  organize  and  person¬ 
ally  make  the  oral  presentation  first 
to  the  cognizant  senior  program  offi¬ 
cial  and  then  to  the  selection  official. 

c.  The  board  chairperson  W'ill  distrib¬ 
ute  a  copy  of  the  SEB  report,  five  days 
in  advance  of  the  preliminary  presen¬ 
tation  to  each  individual  invited  to  the 
preliminary  presentation  by  the  Direc¬ 
tor.  Procurement  and  Contracts  Man¬ 
agement  Directorate.  Following  the 
presentation  to  the  selection  official,  a 
copy  of  the  SEB  report  may  be  re¬ 
tained  by  the  selection  official,  the 
cognizant  senior  program  official,  and 
the  SEB  Secretariat.  All  other  copies 
except  as  otherwise  directed  by  the  Di¬ 
rector.  Procurement  and  Contracts 
Management  Directorate  will  be  col¬ 
lected  by  the  board  executive  secre¬ 
tary  and  placed  in  the  official  SEB 
files. 


603.  Selection  Decision 

a.  After  the  presentation  by  the  SEB 
chairperson,  the  source  selection  offi¬ 
cial  will  normally  hold  an  executive 
session  that  will  be  attended  by  key 
senior  staff  personnel  representing  the 
various  disciplines  e.g.  program  office, 
controller,  counsel,  procurement,  and 
the  chairperson  of  the  SEB.  During 
this  session,  the  report  and  presenta¬ 
tion  will  be  discussed  together  with 
other  information  available  to  the 
senior  staff  and  the  source  selection 
official.  The  outcome  of  the  executive 
session  might  indicate  a  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  information  or  time  to  study 
the  alternatives  or  the  selection  deci¬ 
sion. 

b.  (1)  The  SEB  procedures  are  in¬ 
tended  to  provide  the  Source  Selection 
Official  with  sufficient  information  to 
select  an  offeror  (or  offerors)  for  nego¬ 
tiation  on  the  basis  of  its  proposals. 
However,  it  is  within  the  discretion  of 
the  Source  Selection  Official  to  direct 
discussions  be  reopened  and  that  best 
and  final  offers  be  obtained  on  the 
basis  of  fully  definitized  contractual 
instruments.  If  the  Source  Selection 
Official  so  directs,  the  SEB  Secretariat 
shall  prepare  a  letter,  with  the  advice 
and  assistance  of  the  legal  member, 
for  the  signature  of  the  Source  Selec¬ 
tion  Official  setting  forth  any  special 
instructions.  The  Source  Selection  Of¬ 
ficial  may,  at  this  time,  establish  or 
direct  the  .SEB  to  establish  a  new  or 
revised  competitive  range.  Any  offer¬ 
ors  eliminated  from  further  considera¬ 
tion  shall  be  promptly  notified  in  writ¬ 
ing  by  the  SEB  Chairperson. 

(2)  Additional  discussions  should  be 
conducted  by  ad  hoc  contract  definiti- 
zation  teams  headed  by  experience 
contract  negotiators.  Where  appropri¬ 
ate,  separate  teams  may  be  appointed 
for  each  offeror;  however,  care  should 
be  taken  to  assure  that  each  of  the 
team’s  actions  are  coordinated  so  as  to 
provide  a  common  and  equitable  basis 
for  evaluation  of  the  best  and  final 
offers.  For  this  reason,  the  chief  pro¬ 
curement  officer  of  the  activity  sup¬ 
porting  the  SEB  should  designate  a 
senior  procurement  official  with  gen¬ 
eral  oversight  responsibilities  to 
ensure,  in  cooperation  with  the  SEB. 
that  team  actions  are  so  coordinated. 

(3)  Such  additional  discussions 
should  have  as  their  objective  final¬ 
ized  offers  in  the  form  of  complete 
contract  documents  which  are  the 
most  advantageous  to  the  Government 
obtainable  from  each  offeror.  The 
teams  should  seek  correction  of  each 
offeror’s  correctable  weaknesses  using 
whatever  technical  and  other  informa¬ 
tion  which  the  Government  is  entitled 
to  use  for  this  purpose.  Care  should  be 
taken  to  avoid  transferring  the  ideas 
of  one  offeror  to  another.  Similarly, 
the  most  favorable  prices,  estimated 
costs,  fees,  contractual  terms,  and 
business  arrangements  should  be 


sought  without  engaging  in  “auction¬ 
ing”  techniques.  Each  team  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  assuring  to  the  extent  possi¬ 
ble  that  the  advantages  and  disadvan¬ 
tages  of  the  terms  and  arrangements 
are  identified  and  that  offerors  are  in¬ 
formed  of  terms  and  arrangements 
which  may  cause  their  proposal  to  be 
significantly  downgraded. 

(4)  Upon  completion  of  such  discus¬ 
sions,  the  Board  shall  furnish  each  of¬ 
feror  with  a  contractual  instrument 
reflecting  the  negotiating  team's  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  position  of  the  of¬ 
feror  as  developed  by  these  discussions 
and  shall  request  each  offeror  to 
submit,  by  a  time  common  to  all  offer¬ 
ors.  its  best  and  final  offer  on  the 
basis  of  such  instruments  fully  execut¬ 
ed  by  the  offerors. 

(5)  Upon  receipt  of  complete  con¬ 
tract  documents  signed  by  the  offer¬ 
ors,  the  SEB  shall  conduct  a  final  eval¬ 
uation.  focusing  on  a  comparative 
analysis  of  the  offers,  their  relative 
strengths  and  weaknesses,  their  nego¬ 
tiated  cost  business  arrangements  and 
any  other  factors  wrhich  might  influ¬ 
ence  the  selection. 

(6)  After  completing  this  evaluation, 
the  SEB  shall  submit  a  written  report 
of  its  findings  and  conclusions  to  the 
Source  Selection  Official. 

(7)  The  written  report  shall  include 
the  following: 

Brief  discussion  of  significant  weak¬ 
nesses  and  strengths  of  the  proposals 
with  emphasis  on  key  discriminators; 

Changes  to  the  strengths  and  weak¬ 
nesses  as  a  result  of  the  additional  dis¬ 
cussions; 

Comparative  analysis  of  the  results 
of  the  additional  discussions,  identify¬ 
ing  the  advantages  and  disadvantages 
of  each  offeror  in  terms  of  the  most 
favorable  arrangement  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment; 

How  instructions  given  by  the 
Source  Selection  Official  were  carried 
out; 

Other  information  that  should  be 
considered  by  the  Source  Selection  Of¬ 
ficial. 

(8)  The  SEB  Secretariat  shall  then 
make  arrangements  for  a  presentation 
to  the  Source  Selection  Official,  which 
official  shall  then  select  the  contract 
offering  the  most  favorable  terms  to 
the  Government,  technical,  cost,  busi¬ 
ness  terms  and  other  factors  consid¬ 
ered. 

Chapter  VII— Actions  After 
Selection  Decision 

701.  Preparation  of  Selection  State¬ 
ment 

After  the  selection  decision  has  been 
made,  the  Office  of  General  Counsel 
will  prepare  the  selection  statement 
which  will  record  the  rationale  for  the 
decision.  The  selection  statement  will 
be  formally  cordinated  prior  to  sub- 
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mission  to  the  source  selection  official 
with  the  chairperson  of  the  SEB  and 
the  SEB  Secretariat.  The  selection 
statement  will  not  contain  specific 
weights,  or  scores.  It  should  be  concise 
and  self  contained  and  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

Brief  description  of  the  procurement. 

Number  of  organizations  solicited  and 
names  of  organizations  submitting  propos¬ 
als. 

Competitive  range  determination  and  ra¬ 
tionale  for  other  eliminations  of  proposals. 

Description  of  proposals  in  competitive 
range  together  with  discussions  of  signifi¬ 
cant  strengths  and  weaknesses. 

Selection  decision  and  rationale. 

The  source  selection  official  will  sign 
and  date  the  selection  statement;  the 
original  will  be  sent  to  the  SEB  Secre¬ 
tariat. 

702.  Notifications  and  Announcements 

Prior  to  the  presentation  to  the 
source  selection  official  the  SEB  Sec¬ 
retariat  in  coordination  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  office,  SEB  chairperson  and  ap¬ 
propriate  staff  will  perpare  a  tentative 
plan  that  will  provide  for  appropriate 
notifications  and  public  announce¬ 
ments.  Public  announcements  will  be 
coordinated  with  the  SEB  Secretariat 
and  may  be  released  prior  to  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  source  selection  statement 
if  approved  by  the  SSO. 

703.  Negotiation  Instructions 

The  Director,  Procurement  and  Con¬ 
tracts  Management  Directorate  (SEB 
Secretariat)  will  send  negotiation 
instructions,  contract  review  and  ap¬ 
proval  requirements  and  the  original 
of  the  selection  statement  to  the  cog¬ 
nizant  procurement  office. 

704.  Debriefing  of  Unsuccessful  Offer¬ 
ors 

Upon  written  request,  unsuccessful 
offerors,  those  eliminated  from  the 
competition  at  earlier  stages,  as  well  as 
those  in  contention  up  to  the  final  se¬ 
lection,  will  be  accorded  formal  de¬ 
briefings,  ordinarily  by  the  board 
chairperson,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
procurement  representative  and 
others  as  appropriate.  These  debrief¬ 
ings  will  be  confined,  as  much  as  possi¬ 
ble,  to  the  areas  in  which  the  offeror 
could  have  improved  its  proposal,  and 
will  not  reveal  confidential  business  in¬ 
formation  nor  discuss  the  relative 
merits  of  other  proposals  to  any  great¬ 
er  extent  than  the  selection  state¬ 
ment.  A  copy  of  the  selection  state¬ 
ment  should  be  made  available  at  the 
debriefings  as  a  means  of  conveying 
the  Govenment’s  overall  selection  ra¬ 
tionale.  Debriefings  will  be  provided  at 
the  earliest  feasible  time  which  nor¬ 
mally  shall  be  after  announcement  of 
the  selection  decision  and  prior  to  the 
award  of  the  contract.  However,  where 
the  exigency  of  the  situation  will  not 
permit  delaying  the  award  in  order  to 


debrief  unsuccessful  offerors,  such  de¬ 
briefing  may  be  conducted  after 
award. 

b.  The  purpose  of  the  debriefing  is 
to  enable  the  organization  to  under¬ 
stand  why  its  proposal  was  not  select¬ 
ed  with  the  objetive  of  improvement 
of  future  proposals  submitted  to  the 
Government.  Therefore,  no  compari¬ 
sons  will  be  made  to  other  offerors’ 
proposals  and  the  specific  weights  and 
scoring  will  not  be  revealed  or  dis¬ 
cussed.  The  debriefings  should  ordi¬ 
narily  comment  on  the  following 
areas: 

Overview  of  SEB  process 

Review  of  RPP 

Discussion  of  weakness  in  offeror’s  pro¬ 
posal  using  the  RFP  and  selection  state¬ 
ment  to  prepare  for  the  debriefing 

Questions  by  offeror 

Request  for  comments  from  the  offeror 
on  the  SEB  process,  e.g  ,  RFP,  preposal  con¬ 
ference,  field  visits,  etc. 

c.  A  record  of  each  debriefing  will  be 
prepared  and  signed  by  the  chairper¬ 
son  and  included  in  the  SEB  file. 

705.  Transfer/disposal  of  files 

During  the  course  of  its  activities 
the  board  will  accumulate  certain  data 
or  documentation.  Such  documenta¬ 
tion,  or  back-up  material,  normally 
will  include;  summaries  of  board  meet¬ 
ings,  the  RFP,  proposals,  working 
papers,  such  as  rating  or  scoring 
sheets  and  check  lists,  and  committee 
reports.  These  papers  constitute  the 
basis  for  the  board  report  and  will  be 
preserved.  After  the  board  has  com¬ 
pleted  its  activities,  the  official  SEB 
files  will  be  purged  of  excess  copies  of 
material  including  SEB  reports  and 
transferred  to  the  procurement  office 
that  will  be  responsible  for  negotiating 
the  contract.  A  complete  copy  of  each 
proposal  received  will  be  retained  in 
the  official  files.  In  the  case  of  the 
successful  offeror,  additional  copies  of 
the  proposal  and  modifications  should 
be  retained  for  use  during  negotiation 
and  administration  of  the  resulting 
contract. 

Sample  Letter  Establishing  an  SEB 

TO:  (Board  Chairperson) 

FROM:  (Source  Selection  Official) 

SOURCE  EVALUATION  BOARD  FOR 
(Title  of  SEB) - 

Pursuant  to  Chapter  1  of  the  DOE  Source 
Evaluation  Board  Handbook,  I  hereby  desig¬ 
nate  the  following  individuals  to  serve  as 
members  of  the  Source  Evaluation  Board 


for  (Title  of  SEB) - 

Chairperson:  (Name,  Functional  Title, 
Organizational  Assignment) - 


Other  Members:  (Name,  Functional  Title, 
Organizational  Assignment) - 


Executive  Secretary:  (Name,  Functional 
Title,  Organization  Assignment) - 


Legal  Member  (Nonvoting):  (Name, 
Functional  Title,  Organizational 
Assignment) - 


Ex -Officio  Members:  (Name,  Functional 
Title,  Organizational  Assignment) - 


The  Source  Evaluation  Board  will  conduct 
its  busines  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  DOE  Source  Evaluation  Board  Hand¬ 
book  and  applicable  policies  and  procedures 
in  the  FPR  and  DOE- PR.  It  will  be  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  Chairperson  to  determine 
that  the  board  members  and  other  partici¬ 
pants  are  fully  conversant  with  the  instruc¬ 
tions  contained  in  the  cited  publications  es¬ 
pecially  those  related  to  conflict  of  Interest 
and  non-disclosure  of  information.  Board 
duties  will  take  precedence  over  other 
normal  duties  of  the  board  members.  The 
SEB  Secretariat  will  provide  the  Board  with 
a  briefing  on  the  SEB  process  and  any  other 
assistance  or  guidance  required  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  its  duties. 

The  Chairperson  of  the  SEB  will  convene 
the  board  as  soon  as  possible  to  finalize  the 
procurement  plan/schedule  and  the  RFP. 
After  completing  these  tasks  the  Chairper¬ 
son  will  submit  the  procurement  plan/ 
schedule  to  me  through  the  SEB  Secretar¬ 
iat.  The  RFP  will  be  submitted  to  the  Pro¬ 
curement  and  Contract  Management  Direc¬ 
torate,  Director,  Program  Support  for 
review  and  comment  by  a  solicitation  review 
panel.  After  such  review  and  appropriate 
modification,  please  arrange  with  the  SEB 
Secretariat  for  a  briefing  to  me  prior  to  re¬ 
lease  of  the  RFP. 

If  a  schedule  slippage  is  anticipated  which 
would  delay  the  release  of  the  RFP  or  the 
final  presentation  to  me,  please  notify  me 
through  the  SEB  Secretariat. 

All  information  shall  be  kept  privy  to  the 
members  of  the  board  and  to  properly  desig¬ 
nated  persons  on  a  need-to-know  basis.  The 
right  to  information  on  a  need-to-know 
basis  normally  does  not  extend  to  the 
normal  chain  of  supervision  affecting  any 
member  of  the  board.  However,  general 
progress  reports  on  board  activities  may  be 
made  by  the  board  Chairperson  to  ex-officio 
members  and  the  source  selection  official. 

Date: - 


Source  Selection  Official. 

cc: 

Director,  Procurement  and  Contrafcts 
Management  Directorate 
SEB  Secretariat 
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DUTIES  AND  RESPONSIBILITIES  OF  THE  SEB 
EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY 

The  executive  secretary  as  the  principal 
assistant  to  the  board  chairperson  will 
attend  all  board  meetings  and,  as  necessary 
and  subject  to  the  direction  of  the  chairper¬ 
son.  will  accomplish  such  tasks  as  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

1.  Obtain  secure  work  areas  for  conduct  of 
board  activity. 

2.  Develop  and  implement  procedures  to 
control  access  to  SEB  work  areas  to  ensure 
safeguarding  of  board  proceedings  and  data. 

3.  Obtain  material,  supplies  and  equip¬ 
ment  needed  by  the  board. 

4.  Obtain  a  signed  confidentiality  certifi¬ 
cate  from  all  board  members,  legal  member, 
secretary,  committee  members  and  advisors. 

5.  Arrange  for  the  preparation,  reproduc¬ 
tion,  control  and  distribution  of  all  material 
relating  to  the  activity  of  the  SEB  and  its 
committees.  This  includes  source  list.  RFPs. 
informational  reports,  records  of  prepropo¬ 
sal  conference  proceedings,  proposals,  oral 
discussions,  rating  sheets,  press  releases,  etc. 

6.  Prepare  and  distribute  agenda  for  board 
meetings. 

7.  Obtain  and  distribute  applicable  proce¬ 
dures,  policies,  instructions,  etc.,  to  board 
members  and  others  involved. 

8.  Follow-up  on  action  items  assigned  to 
board  members  to  ensure  the  board's  sched¬ 
ule  is  maintained. 

9.  Summarize  board  meetings,  obtain  the 
chairperson's  approval  and  distribute  copies 
to  all  board  members  and  others  as  directed 
by  the  chairperson.  Originals  of  the  sum¬ 
maries  wil  be  retained  in  the  official  SEB 
files. 

10.  Assist  in  preparing  and  assembling  the 


board’s  report  and  presentation  charts  and 
arranging  for  reproduction  and  distribution. 

11.  Schedule  debriefings  and  prepare  the 
appropriate  record. 

12.  Dispose  of  all  excess  material  with  con¬ 
currence  of  chairperson. 

13.  After  the  formal  selection  announce¬ 
ment.  accumulate  package  and  forward  doc¬ 
umentation  pertinent  to  the  board’s  work  to 
the  cognizant  procurement  office  for  perma¬ 
nent  retention. 

14.  Survey  the  area  where  board  activity 
occurred  and  arrange  for  the  return  of 
equipment  and  materials  as  appropriate. 

Appendix  No.  2 

Confidentiality  Certificate  . 

TO. - 

(Chairperson.  SEB) 

In  anticipation  of  my  participation  in  the 
(Name  of  Board.  Committee),  formed  to 
evaluate  the  proposals  submitted  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  request  for  proposals  for  the 
(Description  of  Name  of  Project),  I  certify 
that  I  will  not  disclose  except  pursuant  to 
the  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic¬ 
tion  any  information  either  during  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  source  evaluation  or  any 
subsequent  time,  concerning -the  evaluation, 
to  anyone  who  is  not  also  authorized  access 
to  the  information  by  the  SEB  Handbook, 
law  or  regulation,  and  then  only  to  the 
extent  that  such  information  is  required  in 
connection  with  such  person’s  official  re¬ 
sponsibilities.  Furthermore,  I  will  report  to 
the  Chairperson  any  communication  con¬ 
cerning  the  procurement  or  the  board’s 
composition  and  activities  directed  to  me 
from  any  source  outside  the  board. 

Name: - 
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SAMPLE  RATING  SHEET 


PROPOSER:  _  EVALUATOR:  _  DATE:  _ 

EVALUATION  CRITERIA  ELEMENT* 

WEIGfT  X  EVALUATION  =  POINTS 

I.  TECHNICAL  CRITERIA 

A.  UNDERSTANDING  OF  AND  COMPLIANCE  WITH 
REQUIREMENTS 

B.  SOUNDNESS  OF  TECHNICAL  APPROACH 

C.  KEY  PERSONNEL/ALTERNATES 

D.  PROGRAM/PROJECT  TEAM’S  EXPERIENCE 

E.  FIRM'S  EXPERIENCE  ON  SIMILAR  PROJECTS 


.  TOTAL 

nr 

MAXIMUM 

RATING 

SATISFACTORY  UNSATISFACTORY 

II.  BUSINESS  MANAGEMENT  CRITERIA 

A.  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

B.  MANAGEMENT  CONTROL  SYSTEM 
(QUALITY,  SCHEDULE,  COST) 

C.  MANAGEMENT’S  COMMITMENT 

D.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  THE  REQUEST 
FOR  PROPOSAL-  DRAFT  CONTRACT 

E.  PAST  PERFORMANCE  AND  PLANS 

FOR  SMALL  AND  MINORITY  BUSINESS 

PARTICIPATION  _ _ 


III.  COST  CRITERIA 

A.  REALISM  OF  THE  PROPOSED  COST 

B.  PROBABLE  COST  TO  THE  GOVERNMENT 

C.  TO  THE  EXTENT  TOTAL  OR  COST  ELEMENT 
CEILINGS  WERE  INCLUDED,  THE 
MAXIMUM  PROBABLE  COST  LIABILITY 

TO  THE  GOVERNMENT 


$ 


•Board  members  will  evaluate  such  evaluation  criteria  and  determine 
the  rating  to  be  inserted  in  the  evaluation  column  using  only  the 
following  numbers:  10,  8,  5,  2,  0 
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SAMPLE  WORK  SHEET 


LIST  OF  STRENGTHS  AND  WEAKNESSES 


PROPOSER: 


EVALUATOR: 


DATE: 


MAJOR 

STRENGTHS 


MAJOR 

WEAKNESSES 


REQUIRED 

CORRECTION 


I.  TECHNICAL  CRITERIA 

A.  UNDERSTANDING  OF  AND 
COMPLIANCE  WITH 
REQUIREMENTS 

B.  ETC. 

XI.  BUSINESS  MANAGEMENT  CRITERIA 

A.  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

B.  ETC. 

III.  COST  CRITERIA 

A.  THE  REALISM  OF  THE  PROPOSED 
COST 

B.  PROBABLE  COST  TO  THE 
GOVERNMENT 
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Pact  Sheet 

Name  of  Offeror: - 

Address: - 

1.  Name  and  address  of  the  parent  corpo¬ 
ration  and  major  affiliates  or  subsidiaries. 

2.  Place  where  offeror  will  perform  work 
and  identification  of  major  personnel,  facili¬ 
ties  and  financial  resources  that  will  be 
available. 

3.  Indicate  offeror’s  sales  volume  for  each 
of  the  past  three  years  and  projection  for 
the  period  of  performance  for  the  proposed 
contract. 

4.  List  major  current  contracts  held  by  of¬ 
feror  indicating: 

Customer,  Description,  Type  of  Contract, 
Amount,  Completion  Date. 

5.  Provide  comments  of  technical,  sched¬ 
ule  and  cost  performance  in  regard  to  each 
contract  listed  in  (4)  above. 

6.  Other  data  as  appropriate. 

Official  Use  Only 

SOURCE  EVALUATION  BOARD 
REPORT 

roR 

(Title  or  SEB) 

TO 

(SOURCE  SELECTION  OFFICIAL) 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 
(HQ  OR  FIELD  OFFICE) 

Date: - 

Official  Use  Only 

Appendix  No.  7 
Official  Use  Only 
FOREWORD 

This  Report  Covers  the  Evaluation  by  the 
Source  Evaluation  Board  for 

(Title  op  SEB) 

Distribution  is  limited  to  those  strictly  on 
a  need-to-know  basis  and  this  material  must 
be  treated  as  -  OFFICIAL  USE  ONLY”.  If 
transmitted  by  mail,  the  report  must  be 
sealed  in  an  envelope  addressed  to  the  ap¬ 
propriate  individual  with  the  notation  on 
the  envelope  as  follows: 

"TO  BE  OPENED  ONLY  BY  ADDRESSEE. 

CONTAINS  SEB  REPORT” 

This  report  will  be  collected  after  the 
presentation  to  the  source  selection  official. 
This  report  is  submitted  by: 

(Name.  Chairperson) - 

(Name.  Member) - 

(Name.  Member) - 

(Name,  Member) - 

(Name.  Member) - 

(Name,  Legal  Member  (Nonvoting)) - 


(Name.  Executive  Secretary) - 


Official  Use  Only 

Appendix  No.  8 
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